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Mrs Sue Morgan

Panel Secretary

Bridge House





1 Walnut Tree Close

Guildford

Surrey GU1 4GA

BY EMAIL ONLY










23rd June 2006

Dear Mrs Morgan, 

THE SUBMITTED SOUTH EAST PLAN

The Home Builders Federation (HBF) is the trade organisation that represents the majority of house building companies in England and Wales. Between them, our members build around 80% of new homes in England and Wales in any given year. Our members range from small local builders to large multi-national organisations. Together they will play a key role in the delivery of the policies and proposals set out in the draft plan, not only in terms of the housing proposals but also the broader vision of mixed communities and the associated transport, community and environmental infrastructure necessary to support those communities

HBF has engaged in the process of the preparation of the South East Plan, as far as we have been allowed, from the outset. We have long expressed serious concerns about many aspects of what was being put forward in the name of regional planning policy in various drafts of the regional spatial strategy. We have been concerned about the process by which the plan has been prepared, the nature and extent of opportunity for stakeholder involvement, the sustainability appraisal process, the lack of robust and credible evidence for much of what is proposed and deliverability of the strategy objectives and vision for the document. We have also made a great number of more detailed comments on individual policy aspects of the draft document. 

It is extremely disappointing and frustrating that almost all of the comments made by the housebuilding industry have been, to all intents and purposes, ignored by the regional assembly throughout the process of preparing this document. We have been keen to engage in a constructive and productive manner, just as we are keen to see the plan’s vision realised. But, put simply, the vision will not be realised on the basis of the flawed and misguided set of policy proposals we have before us now in this submitted document. 

The submitted South East Plan will fail to achieve the vision it sets out to achieve unless it is radically altered. The document is fundamentally unsound in both the process by which it has been undertaken and its content. It fails to meet many of the objectives for RSS set out at paragraph 1.7 of PPS11. It fails to meet the majority of the tests of soundness set out at paragraph 4.29 of PPS11. It lacks robust and credible justification for much of what is proposed. It addresses only superficially many important regionally significant issues which should be addressed and, instead hands this responsibility over to the local authorities who will not be able to take a true strategic perspective on these issues. It does not properly address the real world implications of its policies. It does not properly address the sub-regional agenda and, in particular, fails to take into account inter-relationships between sub-regions and the impact of sub-regional policies on areas outside of the defined sub-regions. 

Quite simply, it is fundamentally flawed and unsound and is not a reasonable approach to planning the future of this region. This cannot be a sensible or reasonable way forward in view of the national and international importance of this region and the problems it currently faces. 

I would strongly urge the Panel to revisit HBF’s submissions made in respect of the draft plan (in our letter to the Assembly of 13th April 2005) as practically all of the comments made in that representation remain valid and relevant in the context of this submitted version of the Plan. I attach a copy of the covering letter from that response to this letter which sets the tone for much of what follows. After that and on the attached sheets I set out in more detail the nature of, and justification for, HBF’s concerns regarding the submitted plan and look forward to the opportunity of elaborating on these at the Public Examination.

Yours sincerely,

Pete Errington

Home Builders Federation

Regional Policy Manager South East

COPY OF COVERING LETTER OF HBF’s RESPONSE ON THE DRAFT PLAN 

Mike Gwilliam

Director of Planning & Transportation

South East England Regional Assembly

Berkeley House

Cross Lanes

Guildford

Surrey GU1 1UN










13th April 2005

Dear Mike, 

THE SOUTH EAST PLAN CORE DOCUMENT

DRAFT FOR PUBLIC CONSULTATION JANUARY 2005

Thank you for consulting the House Builders Federation (HBF) on the consultation draft core document of the South East Plan. As you know, HBF is the trade organisation that represents the majority of house building companies in England and Wales. Between them, our members build around 80% of new homes in England and Wales in any given year. Our members range from small local builders to large multi-national organisations. Together they will play a key role in the delivery of the policies and proposals set out in the draft plan, not only in terms of the housing proposals but also the broader vision of mixed communities and the associated transport, community and environmental infrastructure necessary to support those communities. 

Given the key role HBF members will play in implementing this plan, clearly we welcome its publication. We support the concept of a proper, wide-ranging spatial planning strategy for the south east. Particularly in view of the relative lack of such guidance in existing Regional Planning Guidance 9 (RPG9). HBF and its members are keen to engage fully in this consultation and to assist the regional assembly and central Government achieve their objectives for future development in the region.  

HBF members are willing and more than able to rise to the challenge demanded by Government and the regional assembly in the creation of well planned, mixed and sustainable new communities. This is already evident in the collaborative work in the growth areas that is bringing forward high quality development and is developing unique and innovative mechanisms to ensure that infrastructure is delivered when required alongside growth. 

The infrastructure necessary to deliver the Government’s ambitious growth plans for the region can be delivered. The recent plethora of Government announcements of additional funding for infrastructure in its widest sense for the growth areas in particular, but also region-wide, shows their recognition of the importance of infrastructure provision and their commitment to it. House builders and developers themselves are also committed to the delivery of the necessary infrastructure alongside growth. It is in no-one’s interest, certainly not the development industry’s, to see new housing built without the necessary infrastructure. The infrastructure issue is being addressed as described above and concerns about the provision of infrastructure should not be allowed to derail the whole process of planning for what is clearly necessary additional development in the region. 

The issue with the delivery of the necessary infrastructure is one of process, procedures and delivery mechanisms. It is also one of demand management and making the better use of existing resources. But it is not one of absolute constraint and it is not, solely, one of funding although clearly funding is important. 

The key point is that infrastructure should not be treated as the NIMBY bandwagon it now seems to have become. It should not be used as an excuse to not plan for reasonable levels of development in the future, particularly since these matters can be and are being addressed with commitment from the industry to work constructively towards solutions. They will continue to be addressed as the plans for new communities and new development in the region are taken forward through this south east plan preparation process and through the preparation of masterplans at the more local level. 

Therefore, while we are willing and able to rise to Government’s challenge this will not happen without the regional assembly providing the necessary policy climate in the south east plan which will allow this growth to be delivered. This means a long term commitment to reasonable levels of development. The delivery of the levels of housing growth set out by Government in the Sustainable Communities Plan will require major development projects which will cost many tens of billions of pounds to implement and they will only come forward if developers have the long term commitment to growth and certainty of continuity of housing supply to be able to raise the necessary finance to fund that development. And, given the nature of the infrastructure debate, it is also the case that without such commitment the means of delivering the necessary infrastructure will be much harder, if not impossible, to realise.

In that regard, it is extremely unfortunate and a great disappointment to the house building industry that the proper planning process which may well have facilitated the delivery of this much needed growth has been so obviously derailed. 

It can be in no-one’s best interest to see growth stifled to the extent being suggested by SEERA members. The only outcome of such a low level of housing development as that now proposed in the south east plan is that that plan will fail. 

Existing RPG9 housing and affordable housing targets have not been met by a considerable margin and the reason that has occurred is that political considerations cut across the proper planning of the region prior to the adoption of RPG9. The reduction of the housing numbers (which have since been reintroduced through the Sustainable Communities Plan) in RPG9 to unsustainably low levels is the key factor that has resulted in all the problems we now face. 

It ensured that development did not deliver the necessary infrastructure, as housing requirements were so low that development has been ad hoc and piecemeal across the region. Furthermore, levels of house building were also so low that affordable housing targets (which were not reduced as the overall housing numbers were reduced) could never be met. It is a great shame that those involved in the decision-making process at the regional level have not learned those lessons of the past.

If the regional assembly really is committed to seeing its south east plan vision achieved then these lessons from the past suggest that the south east plan must look very different when it is finally adopted to the way it looks now. Unfortunately, the current iteration of the plan is weakly justified, poorly explained, confused and disjointed. There is a lack of continuity, clarity and consistency throughout the plan with much of its content inadequately justified or explained. The vision and objectives do not follow through into the policies and proposals. The sub-regional element appears to neither follow from nor inform the overall strategy or its policies and vision. Nor is there any proper explanation of the relationships between the individual sub-regions and between the sub-regional areas and the rest of the region outside of the sub-regions. There is no proper explanation of how the plans policies and provisions relate to other regional strategic objectives for transport, infrastructure or the economy. The plan is strong on unsubstantiated claims and statements about what will be achieved but weak on explanation of how it will be achieved. There is no explanation of how the plan will meet identified housing needs or how it will meet the needs of the economy as set out in the regional economic strategy. Vaguely expressed statements on annual growth appear out of nowhere and are not directly related to other aspects of the plan (in particular housing provision). 

It is abundantly clear that what once had the beginnings of a proper strategic vision for the region has had the heart ripped out of it by the last minute reduction of the housing numbers. Even that did not begin to address the potential ramifications of the Barker agenda, which was, and still is, a major oversight. 

The plan as it currently stands will quite simply not withstand scrutiny into its soundness and deliverability and will require a radical re-write if it is to serve any real purpose as a strategic policy framework to guide future development in the region. It is most unfortunate that what we have before us is precisely the “soggy balance” which the assembly claims on page 7 of the document to be keen to avoid.

HBF is keen to work with SEERA to ensure that the required changes are made and we set out the beginnings of our suggestions on the attached pages. We do not go into great detail at this stage, however, as we believe this plan is so lacking in clarity or proper explanation that these fundamental concerns must be addressed first. 

This is particularly so in terms of any rational and cogent explanation for the housing options. Hence the concern which we have already expressed regarding the two stage consultation process. In practice, it is impossible to have a sensible debate on the generality of the strategy as it is presented at this stage without knowledge of the detail of how that strategy will be delivered locally and how all the various parts of the jigsaw fit together.  

There is a very different set of policy tools and options necessary to deal with a strategy of planning for, say, 36,000 houses per year compared to one of planning for 25,000. Planning for new settlements or major strategic developments as a potential implication of planning for 36,000 houses per year has very real consequences for individual districts which need to be debated alongside the strategic element of the principle of pursuing such a strategy. The same applies to the local implications (in terms of many areas of the region left with no requirement to provide any meaningful supply of new housing at all and the knock-on effects of that on meeting housing need, maintaining rural communities and so on) of only planning for the low rate of 25,000. Such debate and consideration is prevented by separating out the region-wide housing options for growth from how this is manifest in the housing requirements for individual districts.  

The Minister of State for Housing and Planning expressed his concerns in his letter of 25th November 2004 about the low levels of housing provision on which the assembly was considering consulting. His views were expressed prior to the housing options being finally agreed for consultation yet clearly assembly members have set them aside. And that is to say nothing of the extent to which the plan addresses (or rather fails to address) the Barker agenda. This creates an extremely worrying context for the industry in seeking to discuss regional strategic development objectives on an informed basis with the assembly as the process continues.

If the regional assembly refuses to plan properly for growth now (and that means proper provision for levels of housing growth consistent with peoples’ needs and consistent with the other social and economic objectives of the plan) we believe it will have failed in its duty to the population (present and future) of the south east.

In this context, it will be the regional assembly, not developers or house builders or anyone else, who will be responsible for further rising house prices (due to supply continuing to fall way short of demand) for increasing homelessness, for increasing commuting as key workers and employees are forced to live in the far reaches of the region as it is all they can afford, for a crumbling and overloaded infrastructure network and for worsening rather than improving the quality of life of the region’s citizens. 

Regional assembly members must realise that the consequence of the low levels of growth being consulted on in this draft plan will be to perpetuate the problems of the past. These are precisely the consequences they claim to want to avoid. Only by planning properly for growth and development in the future, rather than seeking to resist it, will the plan’s vision be achieved. On the basis of the technical work so far undertaken by the assembly and the other matters set out in these representations that means making provision for an annual level of net housing completions of at least 36,000 dwellings per year, if not considerably more.

I hope the regional assembly will give serious consideration to the matters raised above and in the attached pages and that the plan will be modified as we suggest prior to its formal submission to the Secretary of State. I would, of course, be happy to discuss any aspect of these representations with you further if you would find that helpful. Otherwise I look forward to receiving a copy of the assembly’s response to these comments in due course.

Yours sincerely,
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Andrew Whitaker

HBF Head of Planning

Policy / Paragraph No: Section B - Paragraph 7.2.3

Reason for Objection: Statement is unrealistic and unreasonable

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: ii, iv, v, vi, viii, ix

Change Sought: Reliance on more realistic and up to date demographic information

Comment:

HBF objects to the last paragraph on page 20 of the plan above Figure B1. In particular, the reference to past trends of migration being “considered to be a good guide to patterns over the next 10 years”. We believe this to be a mis-guided and unfounded statement which does not reflect more recent evidence that in-migration (and in particular international in-migration) is likely to be significantly higher in the future than in the past. Recent asylum issues and the increase in the number of EU member states are likely to dramatically increase in-migration into the country and in particular the south east region. Under-provision of housing in adjoining regions compared to household forecasts can only increase the pressure on this region. It is unsound to assume that past trends are likely to continue when all the evidence is to the contrary. If no account is taken of higher future in-migration it will result in a strategy which will dramatically under-provide for the region’s housing needs resulting in an increasing housing shortage and affordability crisis.

Policy / Paragraph No: Section B - Paragraph 7.4.1

Reason for Objection: Statement is inappropriate given other objectives of the Plan

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, v, vi, viii, ix
Change Sought: A more proactive statement of intent with regard to future growth.

Comment:

HBF is concerned that the conclusion the assembly reaches on future demographic and employment forecasts is that there is a need for a “cautionary” approach to growth over the longer term. If anything the forecasts and projections suggest that, if the plan’s objectives and vision are to be realised, the policies and proposals in the plan should more proactively embrace and plan for growth rather than being cautious about it. 

The projections referred to (and more recent demographic projections) indicate that the population will change markedly more than anticipated by the assembly. The text recognises (at paragraph 7.2.4 (iv)) that there has been under-delivery of housing against previous regional targets – this under-delivery actually goes back much further than that admitted in the plan. The employment projections when compared with the resident workforce suggest that there is a likely to be a significant increase in the imbalance between jobs and available labour. Therefore what these factors suggest is that the last thing that is needed is a cautious approach to growth. Rather what is required is proper planning which actually seeks to address these issues rather than ignoring them. The text should be amended accordingly. 

Policy / Paragraph No: Section B - Paragraph 9.5

Reason for Objection: It is a mis-representation of the situation

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vii

Change Sought: Panel to take into account the consultation / engagement process in coming to a view about the reasonableness of the plan’s proposals as a whole and how representative they are of the views of all stakeholders.

Comment:

HBF addressed this issue of the adequacy or otherwise of the consultation process in our comments on the draft plan. In summary HBF has been extremely concerned and frustrated at the very selective nature of the consultation procedures which have been followed. Asking a series of limited closed questions of the region’s population at large or inviting a single housebuilder to represent the views of the industry in a roomful of multiple local authority and local amenity group representatives does not constitute proper consultation or stakeholder involvement. 

Weight is added to support our view in Table 2 on page 8 of the pre-submission consultation statement where, despite the listing of a whole range and plethora of stakeholder groups there is not a single reference to developers or housebuilders. Yet it is this stakeholder group who will largely be responsible for enabling the realisation of the plan’s vision and objectives. 

The house building industry has been largely excluded from the consultation process and has been prevented from being allowed to effectively represent its views. This is wholly unacceptable.

As HBF stated in its representations on the draft version of the plan, we have been extremely concerned throughout the process of preparation of this plan at the way in which stakeholders have been engaged. I know the regional assembly does not accept it has failed to properly engage with stakeholders in this process but I wanted to formally re-state, for the benefit of the Panel, the reason for our view of the process as it has emerged to date to hopefully explain why we take the view we do.

Firstly no-one can rightly criticise the regional assembly for failing to take its responsibilities in so far as consultation is concerned seriously. However, HBF’s concern is that what the regional assembly has undertaken is largely a process of consultation rather than a process of proper stakeholder involvement. There is a world of difference between proper participation in a process and being consulted upon it. 

We first voiced these concerns in the context of the Spring Debates. Whilst the regional assembly is to be congratulated for undertaking that exercise, HBF takes the view that this was a very limited and selective exercise that sought to focus on seeking the views of the constituent district members of the regional assembly rather than the wider community at large. 

The views of the community at large were sought in the form of the MORI poll but the only parties who had the opportunity to debate the results of that poll were the largely local authority invitees to the Spring Debates. Whilst it is acknowledged that the paperwork for these events has always been available on the regional assembly’s website, again there is a significant difference between merely making paperwork available and effectively engaging the local community in the debate. 

HBF set out in its covering letter to its representations on the draft plan (appended to these representations above) the vitally important role the development industry will play in enabling the plan’s vision to be achieved. It is developers and house builders who will realise that vision, not local authorities. Yet the vast majority of attendees at the spring debates were local authorities. HBF was the lone voice along with one or two infrastructure and service providers present. That is no way to engage in stakeholder participation or to properly seek the views of the citizens of the region.

It was to be hoped that things would improve as the plan progressed. But they did not. The two stage consultation process we were promised by the regional assembly at the outset instead became a single consultation process supplemented by a series of ‘events’ arranged by those carrying out sub-regional work which resulted in the formulation of a district housing distribution. 

Fortunately common sense did prevail and there was full consultation on this important element of the plan preparation process. However, it remains of concern that those responsible for leading this work (and so for engaging with stakeholders) on this vitally important aspect of the plan were the same organisations – county and district authorities - who undertook the sub-regional work carried out to date and which was done, by and large, “in-house” without any external input. Of the nine sub-regional study areas, HBF was only invited to participate in work on two – the Crawley / Gatwick sub-region being led by West Sussex County Council and the South Hampshire sub-region led by Hampshire County Council. The former involved commenting on a few draft reports and the latter, attending one seminar. 

HBF was not invited to be involved in any other sub-regional work, even at the most superficial of levels. Whilst I am aware that the regional assembly instructed those carrying out this work to engage in consultation with key stakeholders, in the main this did not happen. 

Hence our concern that it would not happen again in the formulation of the district housing distribution without a formal consultation stage. It has been less than helpful for arrangements to keep changing and for the regional assembly to be seemingly constantly trying to rush this matter through. It is acknowledged that it is the Government who is pushing this tight timetable. However, if the assembly finds it so easy to tackle Government on the housing numbers, it certainly should have stood up to Government in order to give it time to allow for proper engagement.  It is also unacceptable for the regional assembly to wash its hands of this business by saying the local authorities were asked to carry out consultation. 

This has always, to date, been SEERA’s plan and SEERA should have set in train a process whereby stakeholders were able to feel fully engaged with and fully involved in the process. This was not the case. It has been a battle from start to finish and the regional assembly must be aware that this may open up the plan to legal challenge at a later stage in its preparation. 

By way of elaboration I refer to PPS11, paragraph 2.17 of which states in respect of the preparation of a draft RSS:

“….this should be carried out on the basis of partnership working with regional stakeholders and community involvement.”

Paragraph 13 on page D9 of Annex D to PPS11 reiterates the Government’s key principles of community involvement as outlined in PPS1. Paragraph 14 is of direct relevance to the scenario described above and states:

“Community in this instance means all those who have and interest in and a contribution to make to the content of the revised RSS. This includes individuals as well al local authorities and bodies representing various interest groups. Involvement means more than the provision of information and the invitation to respond to consultation documents, although both of these have a role to play. It should mean the opportunity to participate in shaping the RSS revision, especially before it is submitted to the Secretary of State. The benefits of this include giving the community an element of ownership thereby increasing the chances of successful implementation.” (my emphasis)

It is clear from the above that it is the community who should feel they are involved rather than for the regional assembly to feel they have involved them. If the community, in this case the house building industry, has been continually telling the assembly, as it has, that it does not feel that it has been sufficiently involved then this should have been of concern to the assembly and action should have been taken to address it. The “will there, won’t there” uncertainty over whether or not there would be proper consultation on the district housing distribution as originally promised by SEERA certainly did not help in engendering the industry’s support to what the assembly is striving to achieve.

Turning to the other form of consultation, namely the “Your Shout!” leaflet, it is understood that there was a degree of concern amongst some assembly members as well as from the Government Office of going down this consultation route. Having received my own personal copy of the leaflet I shared that concern and suggested that the assembly pay the results of this consultation minimal regard. Asking a very limited number of very leading questions with minimal opportunity for departure from the assembly’s preferred options does not meet the Government’s requirements for effective consultation described above. It over-simplifies the complexity of the issues that need to be debated to an astonishing degree.  Yet we still see it relied on even at this stage in the process.

Given that it focused on the housing debate and given the way in which the housing options for consultation were changed at the very last minute it was of great concern that this questionnaire allowed for no dissension from the three housing options. This on its own must very much limit the relevance of the questionnaire or the value of the whole “Your Shout!” consultation exercise as a factor to be relied upon in determining future policy direction.

Policy / Paragraph No: Section C - The Vision

Reason for Objection: It is an unsatisfactory and weak vision given the objectives the plan sets out to achieve.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, v, ix

Change Sought: A more positive and proactive vision which recognises the  need for growth and the benefits this will bring rather than merely referring to quality of life.

Comment:

This is the south east of England, the largest and most prosperous region outside of London and the powerhouse of the UK economy. It is a key international gateway. It is an area of economic opportunity and enterprise and has an aspiration to be one of Europe and the worlds’ key economies. These facts are not immediately obvious from the vision of this plan which is very weak in view of these objectives. 

If the plan really is to meets its aspirations one would have expected the vision to be much more positive and upbeat about harnessing growth and moving the region forward in a proactive manner. The vision sets the tone for the rest of the document. If the vision is flat and uninspiring it is no surprise that many other aspects of the plan which flow from it are equally disappointing. The vision should therefore be amended to more fully reflect the need for, and benefits of, growth in order that the plan is able to meet its objectives.

Policy / Paragraph No: Section C – paragraph 3.3.2

Reason for Objection: Lack of robust and credible evidence base and transparency

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, iv, v, vi, viii, ix
Change Sought: A level of housing growth of at least 40,000 dwellings per year

Comment:

It would be very interesting to actually learn how the assembly weighed up all of these considerations (as it claims to have done) and came to the view that 28,900 dwellings per year would be an appropriate level of growth in the south east plan. The fact is we do not know how this has been done. There is no robust or credible evidence in support of such a view and there is a complete lack of transparency surrounding how the assembly arrived at this view in spite of robust representations to the contrary not only from housebuilders but also economic and business interests and the Government itself. 

The plan states at paragraph 3.3.3 that the relationship of housing development with other economic, environmental and social objectives is of critical importance yet, until very recently there has been no actual evidence of environmental impacts and the economic and social dimensions would all suggest that a significantly higher rate of growth than planned for in the past (which was not itself achieved) will be necessary if these objectives are to be met.

We very much look forward to the elaboration of the process by which the assembly weighed up these various consideration in the evidence it will no doubt submit to the public examination. At present we fail to see how such weighing up could have reasonably arrived at the conclusion that growth at 28,900 dwellings per year would ensure the delivery of the plan’s objectives or vision. 

This matter of growth rates is dealt with below in our comments on section D3 of the plan.

Policy / Paragraph No: Table C3 – Sub-regional housing distribution

Reason for Objection: The proposed sub-regional housing distribution, set as it is in the context of an overall level of housing provision of 28,900, will be inadequate to ensure the objectives of the plan are met.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iv, v, vi, ix

Change Sought: A higher overall level of housing provision of at least 40,000 dwellings distributed appropriately across the region taking into account the conclusions of the recently published Roger Tym study and the need to increase the delivery of housing across the board. 

Comment:

The annual rates of housing provision currently set out in the plan will be insufficient to satisfy the needs of the region and to meet the objectives the plan sets out to achieve. An overall level of housing provision of at least 40,000 dwellings should be planned for with increases in housing provision across the board. There may be scope for disproportionate increases in certain areas based on the results of the GOSE Roger Tym study which has just been made available. There is certainly a need to for the assembly to explain the extent to which growth, as it is currently proposed, is at the expense of areas outside of the defined sub-regions rather than additional to it. Our concern is that proposed growth is only being achieved in certain areas by the reduction of housing requirements in other areas. Even then there are questions about whether this really is “growth” compared to existing housing requirements (South Hampshire being a case in point). Given the need for housing across the region this is unacceptable and growth should be strived for over and above current planned rates of development rather than it being achieved by the reduction of current planned rates of development elsewhere. 

This matter is addressed in more detail in HBF’s comments on section D3 and

section E of the plan.

Policy / Paragraph No: Section C 5 – Sustainability Appraisal

Reason for Objection: Approach to sustainability appraisal is unsatisfactory

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, ix, x, xi

Change Sought: Limited reliance should be placed by the Panel on the SA / SEA work carried out to date and there should be proper testing of alternative scenarios at the Public Examination

Comment:

It is quite interesting that the assembly claim to have taken full account of the implications for sustainable development when the detailed sustainability appraisal has only recently been carried out. Rather than fully testing the sustainability of alternative options the assembly has, to a large degree, only carried out a sustainability appraisal of the plan’s policies and proposals after it has already determined what its strategy should be. Even then, the findings of the sustainability appraisal indicate that the plan will not meet its objectives yet the plan has not been altered in any way in view of these conclusions. It seems pointless to carry out such an assessment and then do nothing to address its findings. 

Thus two of the overall conclusions of the appraisal are that the level of housing proposed is unlikely to address the existing issues related to the backlog of affordable housing and that the affordable housing target is unlikely to be deliverable. 

The fundamental principle of sustainability is that it involves meeting the needs of today’s generation in a way which does not compromise the ability of future generations to meet their needs. The key is meeting needs. Any policy approach which is not focussed on meeting needs cannot be considered, by definition, sustainable. Especially when those needs are for something so fundamental and necessary for human existence as housing; and when the number one sustainability objective spelt out in the Integrated Regional Framework is ensuring that everyone has the opportunity of a decent, sustainably constructed and affordable home.

The sustainability appraisal should have more fully tested the range of options available in so far as housing delivery is concerned in order to ascertain whether or not these affordable housing issues could be addressed. Testing only options of 25,500, 28,000 and 32,000 has clearly proven inadequate. It has been up to Government to begin to carry out the sustainability appraisal and scenario testing work which should have been carried out by SEERA at the beginning of this process. As is made clear in PPS11 (paragraph 2.36), the sustainability appraisal process is fundamental to successful plan-making in this new spatial planning process. It is not a discretionary add-on. 

It is HBF’s view that the sustainability appraisal work under-pinning this plan is inadequate and should be afforded limited weight in determining future policy direction. At the very least it has not, as is claimed (in paragraph 5.5 in Section C of the plan), considered the three pillars of sustainability – environment, social and economy – equally. It has focussed on the environmental aspect disproportionately to the other aspects.

It is also interesting that the plan notes at paragraph 5.10.4 that the assembly believes that the successful delivery of all the Integrated Regional Framework (IRF) objectives will lead to an overall improvement of the quality of life across the region. Yet the assembly’s own sustainability appraisal shows that the affordable housing issues will not be addressed by the plan’s proposals. The recently issued household projections strongly indicate that the need for private housing will not be addressed by the plan’s proposals. Yet the number one objective of the IRF (see Table B1 in Section B of the plan – page 17) is ensuring that everyone has the opportunity of a decent home. It is clear, therefore, that quality of life in its broadest sense for the majority of people will not be improved such that the plan, as it stands, will fail to meet its own vision and objectives. 

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy CC1 – Sustainable Development
Reason for Objection: Policy objective is inappropriate and unsound
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: ii, iv, v, viii, xii
Change Sought: Policy wording should focus on meeting needs as an aspect of sustainability but should not pursue sustainability as an objective in its own right

Comment:

HBF and the house building industry supports the principle of sustainable development and has demonstrated that it can, and does, play its part in delivering development which is many times more ‘sustainable’ and environmentally friendly than development produced even in the fairly recent past. So we do not object to the plan having a strong sustainability theme and, of course, such a theme is wholly in accordance with Government policy. 

However, I would dispute whether it is reasonable for the principal objective of the plan to be to achieve sustainable development in its own right. Rather, the principal objective of the plan should be to facilitate the delivery of the development which is necessary to meet the region’s needs and demands in as sustainable a manner possible. In other words the emphasis of this policy is wrong. The emphasis should not be on the achievement of sustainable development in its own right. It should be on facilitating the delivery of the development which is required to meet needs and that, in so doing, should ensure that that development is sustainable. 

The opening of the policy should be reworded as follows (or similar):

“The principal objective of the plan shall be to deliver the development necessary to meet identified needs in a manner consistent with the principles of sustainable development. The strategy and policies…….”

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy CC2 – Climate Change

Reason for Objection: Lack of clarity and doubt about implementation

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix, xii

Change Sought: deletion of the words “by at least 20% below 1990 levels by 2010 and by at least 25% below 1990 levels by 2015. A target for 2026 will be developed and incorporated in the first review of the plan (and no later than 2011).”

Comment:

HBF is concerned that there is no robust and credible evidence underlying these targets. There is no evidence they are realistic or achievable. Nor that they can be implemented. The monitoring schedule does not assist and the implementation plan does not even address these CC policies.

For example, what are these levels ? What does a 20/25% reduction actually mean ? How will it be enforced ? What action will be taken if the results of monitoring show these targets are not being met ? What powers do the local authorities (who will largely be responsible for enabling the achievement of these targets) have to achieve the targets ? Why are the targets set at the levels they are ?

This level of detail is inappropriate for inclusion in the plan in view of the above deficiencies. The same over-arching objective of setting the policy context for addressing climate change can be achieved without the inclusion of this detailed wording and targets.

In any event, this matter is currently being addressed nationally by the Government in its Code for Sustainable Homes. It is extremely disappointing that there is no mention in this plan of this important Government initiative. If the Code is advanced as Government suggests, there will be no need for each individual region or district to have its own set of policy requirements on climate change as the matter will be dealt with consistently across the country through the Code. The worst thing that could possibly happen, in terms of speeding up the delivery of new housing, is for every authority to be re-inventing the wheel on this and seeking to outdo their neighbouring authority in terms of setting ever higher standards with no practical appreciation of the impacts of the requirements on development economics and what consumers actually want. This would be wholly counter-productive to the broader sustainability objective and the need for everyone to have the opportunity of a decent home.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy CC3 – Resource Use

Reason for Objection: Lack of clarity and concerns about implementation . delivery

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix, xii

Change Sought: deletion of the words ”to stabilise the South East’s ecological footprint by 2016, and to reduce the ecological footprint during the second half of the plan period. Implementation will require a sustained new programme of action incorporating” (with minor consequential re-wording of criteria I to iv)

Comment:

What is the region’s “ecological footprint” ? How will it be measured ? What factors will be taken into account ? How do the limited and fairly specific  monitoring indicators set out in the monitoring framework relate to the concept of an ecological footprint ? What action will be taken (and by whom) if it begins to become apparent that the target is not being met ? All of these questions are unanswered and therefore the justification for these detailed requirements is unclear.

As in policy CC2 this concept is so vague as to be meaningless and incapable of proper monitoring or implementation. The general aspiration to use resources more sustainably could remain but the detail relating to the “ecological footprint” should be deleted from the policy.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy CC4 – Sustainable Construction

Reason for Objection: The requirement in criterion (i) is contrary to Government policy and so is fundamentally unsound
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, viii, ix, xii

Change Sought: deletion from criterion (i) of the words “that exceed current standards required by Building Regulations and reflect best practice”.

Comment:

It is made abundantly clear in PPS1 (paragraph 30) that planning policies should not replicate, cut across or detrimentally affect matters within the scope of other legislative regimes. Highlighted as a specific example are the requirements set out in building regulations in the context of policies for energy efficiency.

While it is perfectly reasonable for the plan and for local authorities to seek to achieve high standards of energy and water efficiency it is wholly unacceptable and contrary to Government policy for them to specify that these standards must be set at a level which exceeds building regulations.

Even if it was acceptable it raises all sorts of practical difficulties in terms of who’s responsibility it is to monitor and enforce this and in ensuring that local planning policy is up to date with the building regulations which are complex, many in number and constantly under review. 

There is no evidence that any consideration has been given to the cost implications for developers and so development viability of imposing these requirements (criteria (iii) and (iv) of paragraph 26 of PPS1 apply).

The underlying objectives of the policy can be achieved without the need to include this reference to exceeding building regulation standards so the wording should be deleted.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy CC6 – Use of Public Land

Reason for Objection: This is a matter which must be addressed more fully at the sub-regional regional level. 

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv, v, ix, xii

Change Sought: deletion of the last sentence of the policy and inclusion of a reference to the possible need for a review of the RSS or part of it should such a major site be scheduled for release.

Comment:

The sudden and unexpected availability of large publicly owned sites for development can have a major influence on development strategy at the local level. The size of sites and scale of development proposed are likely, in many cases, to be such that they will necessitate a review of the RSS or, at the very least, one or two of the sub-regional components of RSS. An MOD site coming forward in a rural district, for example, could easily eat up that whole district’s housing requirement. For this reason, HBF is concerned at the statement that this strategy will be implemented at the local level. Based on recent experience of this issue at the local level it is HBF’s view that it is impossible for this to be implemented at the local level without guidance from higher in the planning hierarchy. 

There is concern that the regional assembly is seeking to absolve itself of any responsibility for addressing these large scale land releases and is leaving the matter up to the local authorities. It would be more appropriate for this policy to provide a commitment to a review of the plan or particular element of it in order to deal with the implications of a major windfall site so that it can subsequently be implemented at local level.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy CC7 – Inter-Regional Connectivity

Reason for Objection: Vagueness and lack of clarity in the policy 

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, xii

Change Sought: more detail as to the reason for the policy and what it aims to achieve or its deletion. Reference to impacts of policy decisions in neighbouring regions on the south east.

Comment:

This policy is little more than a statement of intent and does not actually add anything which relates back to the objectives for RSS set out in PPS11. There is little doubt that this partnership working will occur anyway which questions the need for a policy. If there is to be a policy it should more clearly relate to the plan’s objectives and should provide more detail on what it is to achieve (eg, rather than just refer to “housing” it could refer to the “delivery of housing”, “delivery of major growth” or similar).

If there is one issue of inter-regional connectivity the plan should address it is the extent to which the inter-relationships between regions impact on the demand for labour, commuting and housing pressure on the south east.

The Panel’s report into the East of England RSS has just been released a day before the deadline for comments on this submitted south east plan. Whilst the Panel has recommended an increase in the housing numbers (from 478,000 to 505,500), that increase falls well short of the projected need for new housing in terms of the household formation rates contained in the 2003-based household projections – 575,000.

The London plan is currently going through a public examination into alterations which seek to increase overall housing provision from a figure of 23,000 dwellings per year to 30,650. Whilst welcomed and a significant step in the right direction, this increase again is some 5,000 per year less than the household projections would indicate is necessary. Especially when compared to under-delivery in the past and (in London) to the fact that housing supply is measured differently than in other regions such that 30,650 new dwellings in London actually equates to a figure of some 2-3,000 less in terms of ‘conventional’ supply as measured in other regions.

This under-prevision and under-delivery in other regions merely serves to increase the pressure for housing on the south east and adds weight to HBF’s calls for a significantly increased housing target over the figure of 28,900 proposed by the assembly. 

The point being that, if there is to be a policy in the plan on inter-regional connectivity then it should address these important inter-regional issues rather than the fairly superficial statement of intent we have in the policy at present.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy CC8c – Regional Hubs – Maidstone and Tonbridge – Tunbridge Wells

Reason for Objection: This is not a “cross-cutting” policy and is too vague to have any value and so should be deleted from the plan. 

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: ix, xii

Change Sought: deletion from the plan or the inclusion of more detail to enable it to be implemented at the local level

Comment:

This policy refers to “new provision for housing”. What does this mean ? It is clear that there will be “new provision for housing” in most if not all districts. It is not clear why this particular “new housing” has been singled out for special treatment in this case. It does not sit comfortably alongside the sub-regional strategy approach to have to have a policy which deals with major development outside of the sub-regional strategy areas. 

HBF is also concerned that, in this case the local level is dictating policy to the regional level in the planning policy hierarchy when this should be the other way round. If there is to be the development of a new community for 1,000 dwellings at Maidstone then this should form part of the policy framework rather than that policy framework being set at the local level. The RSS should set strategic policy, not respond to strategic policy set locally

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy CC10a – Green Belts

Reason for Objection: Policy is inappropriate given the need for additional housing in the region. The accommodation of higher housing requirements may well necessitate a review of the green belt at regional level and the policy should recognise this fact.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, v, ix

Change Sought: policy commitment to the strategic review of the greenbelt in order to accommodate higher housing requirement
Comment:

Had the regional assembly taken a responsible approach to the need for additional housing in the region it may well have come to the view that accommodating such a level of development could necessitate a strategic review of the greenbelt. The fact that the assembly did not take such an approach to housing provision means it is a self-fulfilling prophecy that there will be no need for a strategic review of the greenbelt. The fact HBF is arguing for a higher level of housing provision means that we consider that more significant amendments to green belt boundaries other than just small scale local reviews should not be ruled out by policy.

At the very least the Panel should give very serious consideration to the option of identifying areas of search for future greenbelt releases as was the approach adopted in the south west region.

Policy / Paragraph No: Section D2 Paragraphs 1.17 to 1.24 SMART growth

Reason for Objection: Question whether SMART growth is likely to be achievable and impact of this on the plan’s strategy
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, iv, v, xi

Change Sought: acceptance that additional housing will be needed in order to achieve economic aspirations

Comment:

The plan seeks to achieve an average rate of economic growth of 3% GVA. The plan recognises that employment forecasts are significantly higher than the household growth that could be accommodated by the delivery of a rate of new housing of only 28,900 dwellings per year. It seeks to resolve this fundamental inconsistency by introducing the concept of SMART growth whereby economic growth can be achieved without a significant increase in the labour force or land available for employment purposes. In turn, this means that growth can be achieved without a significant increase in housing as there is no additional workforce which must be accommodated. 

This section of the plan suggests that there are 5 aspects to SMART growth:

· Productivity – the same number of people operating more productively can create economic growth without needing  more people

· Economic activity – there is a latent resource of under-utilised labour which can be brought back into productive use and so achieve growth from within the existing population and avoiding the need to bring in new people

· Migration – in-migrants are better qualified and more productive than the existing population so less of them are needed to achieve a given rate of growth

· Commuting – an increase in demand for jobs can be met from the existing population which currently commutes out of the region to work

· Off-shoring – firms move part of their operations overseas so growth in the region is achieved by employment activity from outside the region

If all of these factors are achieved you have SMART growth which reduces the amount of new land needed for employment and the amount of new housing needed to accommodate an enlarged workforce.

However, it is very questionable, even from reading this particular section of the plan, that SMART growth is something that is achievable:

· Productivity – the plan acknowledges that the productivity gains likely to be achieved are marginal and are, in fact, lower than the productivity gains achieved in recent years. The achievement of high productivity gains is described as “unlikely”

· Economic activity – economic activity rates are already the highest in the UK and the ability to increase this significantly is stated as “unlikely”

· Migration – more people continue to migrate into the region than out and this is likely to continue and at an accelerated rate in the future

· Commuting – it is accepted that this is not something that can be controlled by the planning system. You can provide the jobs but there is no guarantee they will be filled by people living locally

· Off-shoring – is described by “some commentators” as “unlikely to have a significant impact on the overall economy over the next 20 years”. There is no reference to what the “other” commentators think !

So we are relying on SMART growth to achieve the GVA of 3% to avoid having to accommodate a significantly increased workforce yet even the plan itself suggests that SMART growth is, at best far from certain and, at worst, unlikely to happen.

This is no way to plan for the future of a region. It would appear that the reality is more likely to be a continuation of past trends of increasing migration, commuting and the workforce being increasingly priced out of the housing market. 

If the regional assembly is to meet its economic growth aspiration of 3% GVA it must set in place the policy climate to facilitate that level of growth and that means, amongst other things, enabling the delivery of sufficient housing to accommodate the workforce likely to be necessary to achieve that growth rate. If it is unwilling to do that it should be honest that growth rates will not be achieved, the housing situation will worsen dramatically and the region will continue to lose out economically to the growing economies in China, Russia, India and so on. This would not be consistent with Government macro-economic policy.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy H1 and Supporting Text – Housing provision

Reason for Objection: The housing requirement is inadequate to meet the objectives and vision set out in the core strategy. It is contrary to Government policy in the sustainable communities plan and ministerial statements that Government wishes to see a step change in housing supply in the south east. There is no robust or credible evidence supporting the level of housing proposed. The approach to housing supply and distribution is wholly unsustainable and fundamentally unsound. 

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, v, vi, vii viii, ix, x, xi xii

Change Sought: increase housing provision from 28,900 dwellings per year to at least 40,000 per year with consequent alterations to district distribution

Comment:

HBF objects to the overall level of housing provision proposed in the plan. 28,900 dwellings per year is a totally inadequate figure in order to deliver the objectives the plan sets out to achieve. 28,900 per year compares to the equivalent figure in the currently adopted version of RPG9 of 28,050 which, in turn compares to a figure of 28,500 in the previous version of RPG9. The policy approach advocated in this plan is one of continuing with the status quo. Such an approach is not consistent with securing the step change in housing supply in the south east which Government insists is required. It is not sufficient to achieve a substantial uplift in the delivery of affordable housing and it is not sufficient to deliver the economic performance target. 

In addition there is along history in the south east of under-delivery against housing targets meaning there is a large shortfall against previous targets which needs to be made up. There is also a backlog of 29,000 affordable housing completions which are expected to be made up in the first ten years of the plan period. And there are the facts that a proportion of the housing stock (including the new housing stock) will be vacant at any given point in time and another proportion will be bought as second homes rather than meeting the needs of the forecast increase in households. 

When compared to the recent household projections which indicate a household formation rate of 36,950 dwellings per year over the plan period the proposed figure of 28,900 is clearly inadequate. It is 8,050 dwellings per year or almost 28% short of the anticipated household formation rate. 

It is clear that, taking the household formation rate of 36,950 as a starting point and adding in considerations related to the backlog, vacancies and second homes and previous under-supply a much higher housing requirement than 28,900 must be set.

HBF’s assessment is that these considerations would suggest a figure of at least 40,000 net additional dwellings per year is more like the level of housing provision this plan should aim to achieve in Policy H1 if the plan is to be considered sound. 

Particularly since there is no evidence put forward by the assembly for the figure of 28,900 dwellings per year. 

· It does not relate to the plan’s objectives

· It does not relate to any proper assessment of “capacity”

· It does not relate to housing need

· It does not relate to the IRF

· It does not relate to household or population projections or any demographic or economic forecasts. 

Rather it is a wholly arbitrary figure derived from past RPG driven by the (erroneous) perceived notion that infrastructure capacity is such that the region cannot possibly accommodate any more development over and above that which it has been required to accommodate (and which it has failed to achieve) to date. 

It is interesting to note that it is not just the housebuilding industry which has been calling for increased housing numbers through the south east plan. Government itself expressed severe concerns that the housing provision set out in the draft plan was too low. Consequently, and in order to assist in provide an evidence base for the testing of alternative scenarios to those put forward by the assembly, it commissioned Roget Tym & Partners to undertake an alternative scenario and sustainability / infrastructure testing research project. That study, which unfortunately was only made public a couple of days prior to the deadline for comments on this submitted plan, tested a number of alternative scenarios based on 33,000, 37,000 and 46,000 dwellings per year with various distribution scenarios within these over-arching housing levels. It highlighted that there were various infrastructure capacity issues associated with these various alternative scenarios but seems to be saying that none of these capacity issues are insurmountable. The key from HBF’s point of view is that there has to be the political will to take these matters on and address them to achieve much needed growth rather than to simply use them as an excuse to avoid having to plan for what is so obviously required. 

HBF will delve further into the detail of this report in its preparation of evidence for the public examination and reserves to right to alter the detail of its position should that be necessary on closer reading of this report.

Suffice to say at this stage that it is saddening to hear the public reaction of the assembly to this study describing the figures as “pure fantasy”  and “back of envelope stuff compared to the robust evidence base developed by the assembly” when the facts are that there is no such evidence under-pinning the assembly’s housing figure of 28,900. It is an ‘evidence’ base founded on mis-information, mis-understanding and NIMBY-ism and nothing more. 

The Tym study at least provides a context for debate and sets out the policy decisions and balances which need to be made. Whilst there are potential infrastructure and environmental issues to weigh in the balance there is also a serious housing problem to be addressed. This balancing is what the assembly should have done from the outset rather than taking the view that it is all too difficult and to prevent that debate from being aired.

Finally on Policy H1 it is HBF’s view that the plan is very thin on detail as to precisely how the local authorities should implement a Plan Monitor Manage approach to housing provision. The plan should set out how the process will work at regional, sub-regional and district level. It should include guidance to local authorities on the following:

· what they should monitor

· by when and how 

· in consultation with whom and 

· what action will be taken at what level, when and by whom to determine, in response to monitoring, when the “management” aspect of PMM comes into play.

Merely saying this should be down to the districts to sort out is unacceptable if we are to see the delivery of the amount of housing anticipated – even at the level contained in the submitted plan at present.

In summary on the policy HBF suggests that the housing target be increased to “at least 40,000”. In terms of distribution, it is not possible to comment at this stage. A simple approach would be to pro-rata the increase across the districts. However, that would be a very unsophisticated approach in view of the importance of the issue. There are clearly parts of the region which can more easily accommodate additional growth compared to others. Some of these areas are already identified for growth in the submitted plan. But there is a very real need to increase housing requirements more widely as one concern of HBF is that the growth that has been proposed in the plan to date is to be achieved at the expense of, rather than additional to, the provision of much needed housing in non-growth areas. 

By way of illustration (though it is not the only example) the delivery of housing growth in South Hampshire has been achieved by reducing housing requirements in the central Hampshire districts. Given housing needs across the region, no district should experience a reduction in its housing requirement compared to its position in RPG9 and the structure plan figures derived from it. Similarly, there should be no de-allocation of sites or existing commitments in order to achieve growth in certain areas. This highlights the problem of seeking to achieve selective growth in the context of an overall constrained supply. If some areas win, others lose. Need and demand in this region is such that all areas should win, but some more than others. 

Again, using Hampshire as an example, a consequence of the constrained numbers overall and seeking to achieve growth in South Hampshire means that the former Hampshire County Structure Plan reserve housing requirement has been dis-regarded. This is totally nonsensical given that provision has been made in local plans for this reserve requirement. To seek to deny the existence of a large stock of potential development land purely in order to fit in with a constrained total housing supply defies all logic. Again, this is not the only example of how the process has been manipulated to arrive at the figure which seems to have been fixed from the outset. 

What we have is top down policy imposition of the pre-determined answer rather than bottom up working through the issues to arrive at the answer.

Moving away from the policy and onto the supporting text HBF objects to the lack of recognition of the past under-delivery in the housing requirement. The last sentence of paragraph 2.1 must be deleted from the plan. Local development documents are required to be in general conformity with the RSS. If the RSS does not take on board past under-supply in the housing requirement it sets for the future there is no way this will be picked up by the local authorities in their LDFs.

Similarly in paragraph 2.1 we learn that the total figure of 28,900 dwellings per year includes an allowance to meet the 29,000 affordable housing backlog. Yet there is no detailed explanation or transparency in how this has been factored in. It is stated elsewhere in the plan that the aspiration is that this backlog would be made good in the first ten years of the plan period. That would seem to suggest that housing requirements should be 2,900 dwellings per year higher in the period 2006-2016 than the period 2016-2026. This does not appear to be the case.

Given that the total figure of 28,900 is only 850 per year above the previous RPG9 equivalent figure of 28,050, it is not clear how this backlog has been factored in at all as, even pro-ratad in over the full 20 year plan period it would suggest the housing figure should be 1,450 per year higher than the previous RPG9 figure even if nothing else had changed – and other things have changed such as the figures for Ashford, Milton Keynes and the Thames Gateway having been set through separate revisions of RPG9. The whole approach lacks transparency and credibility and is far from robust.

Turning to paragraph 2.4 there is reference to a “high level independent audit” of the work of the principal authorities in arriving at the sub-regional and district distribution. HBF has not been able to find any trace of any public record of this audit and it is hoped it will be made available and subject to scrutiny through the EIP process as HBF is concerned that this is part of the same issue of set-the-target-first-do-the-justification-later approach evident throughout this document.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy H2 and Supporting Text – Delivering adequate levels of housing

Reason for Objection: The policy requirements and supporting text are unclear and incapable of implementation
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: ix, xii

Change Sought: delete policy or clarify status of delivery plans in the context of housing trajectories and the annual monitoring report

Comment:

HBF does not object to the concept of housing delivery action plans. We have had them in Hampshire (and elsewhere) as a ‘punishment’ for under-performing local authorities for a few years now. HBF is not convinced that they have had the effect of actually delivering any new housing. But as a way of keeping local authorities on their toes on the issue of housing delivery and making them accountable for any poor performance in front of the electorate, local communities, Government and other stakeholders, they have their uses. 

What is not clear is what their role is across the region as a whole. Their original role was very specific and time limited. But their status in this plan is unclear. Particularly in terms of how they relate to the publication of housing trajectories within annual monitoring reports and the scrutiny it is assumed the Government Office undertakes on these documents. The unanswered questions are:

· to whom will these documents be submitted ?

· what role will they perform ?

· what sanctions will there be if authorities do not produce them ?

· how will they inform the planning (and in particular the PMM) process ?

and so on. If these questions cannot be adequately addressed the policy should be deleted. If Government and the EIP Panel consider they do have a role, they should recommend that the plan identifies this role and addresses the above uncertainties prior to adoption. 

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy H3- The location of housing

Reason for Objection: The policy requires elaboration regarding the carrying out of urban capacity / potential studies
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: xi, viii, ix

Change Sought: the words ”with the co-operation of stakeholders” (or similar) should be inserted in the third paragraph of this policy after the word “authorities” and before the word “should”.

Comment:

If there is one thing which has been a major obstacle to housing delivery in the past few years it has been the requirement in PPG3 that local authorities carry out urban capacity studies. Rather than being the positive and proactive planning policy tools PPG3 and its accompanying good practice guidance would have them be, they have in reality been used by local authorities as a way of delaying the release of land for development. The Government’s 60% brownfield recycling target has been met and exceed not mainly by the increase in brownfield development, certainly not in the early years post-PPG3. Rather it has been met because local authorities did not release greenfield sites for a number of years while they carried out urban capacity studies and while these went through the public inquiry process.

HBF is keen that, in future, local authorities engage with stakeholders such as housebuilders, developers and landowners in, what has up until recently (with only a small handful of exceptions) been a largely secretive, behind-closed-doors and confidential process. The industry is keen to engage in this process, resources permitting and the requirement for authorities to facilitate this engagement should be spelt out in policy terms if we are to begin to improve housing delivery and also continue to improve the design, quality and appearance of brownfield development.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy H4 and Supporting Text – Affordable Housing

Reason for Objection: The policy requirements and supporting text are not based on a robust and credible evidence base. Nor do they adequately take into account viability issues.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix

Change Sought: delete target percentages from policy

Comment:

One of the most misused aspects of existing RPG9 has been the regional monitoring indicator for affordable housing set down under Policy H4. It has been used in justification of all manner of local and structure plan targets for affordable housing of 40+% when that was clearly never its original intention. The monitoring indicator remained the same despite overall levels of housing being successively reduced as RPG9 went through the painful process towards adoption. The figure was never even adequately justified in the context of RPG9 and what is now proposed in the south east plan follows suit. There is no technical justification, proper explanation or needs based assessment to substantiate the 35% policy target. It is certainly not based on any comprehensive region-wide housing market assessment. It is therefore largely arbitrary and as such, has no place in planning policy. 

The key theme of Government policy on the provision of affordable housing, whether in adopted Government policy in Circular 6/98 and PPG3 or the emerging policy in the form of the draft changes to PPG3 / PPS3, is that the provision of affordable housing should be determined locally on the basis of local needs assessments and site specific considerations including financial viability. Thus, the need for affordable housing is only one of the factors to be taken into account. It is widely accepted that there is a need for affordable housing across the vast majority of the south east. That is not to say however that the need is uniform across the region and, even if it were, it can be no justification for a region-wide target as each and every site and development proposal is different and will require (and have an ability to deliver) a different solution in so far as provision for affordable housing is concerned. 

There is nothing in any Government planning policy that permits the setting of regional percentage targets. Indeed, if anything the opposite is the case as paragraph 7 of PPG3 unequivocally states:

“Structure Plans should not provide detailed guidance on the provision of affordable housing, for example, by imposing on districts a so-called ‘normal’ proportion of affordable housing to be secured.”

If that applies to structure plans, by way of logic and reason, it must apply even more so to RSS.

As paragraph 1.7 of PPS11 notes the RSS should not address matters which should more properly be the subject of an LDD. 

Even in the draft changes to PPG3 (which are still in draft form and subject to considerable debate, not least with the development industry) RSS’s role is to provide guidance to local authorities to allow them to deal with the matter locally. It is not to set arbitrary and prescriptive targets. Paragraph 7 of the draft changes to PPG3 states:


“RSS should identify how the delivery of a better housing mix – in terms of size, type and affordability is a key component in implementing its strategy. RSS should set out how planning at the local and / or sub-regional level is expected to contribute towards meeting these objectives, particularly where housing markets function at the sub-regional level. In doing so, RSS should avoid setting out the detail of policies at the local or sub-regional level.”

More recently in the consultation statement on a draft PPS3, it is clear that it is not a requirements for RSS to set out a regional affordability target. Paragraph 5 of that draft PPS (again, reiterating that this is still a draft) states that this should only be done “where appropriate” and that such targets should be consistent with delivering the region’s level of housing provision. The preceding paragraph emphasises the regional planning body’s role in co-ordinating programmes and the compilation of evidence bases to ensure consistency of approach.

There is no evidence that the RSS has taken on board this co-ordinating role or considered the implications of prescriptive targets on overall housing delivery. Instead it has sought to pre-empt proper consideration of this at the local level where all of the relevant factors relating to housing need, what is the best planning solution for the site and site economics can be taken into account.

It should be borne in mind that developers accept that the provision of affordable housing is a material planning consideration and have demonstrated that they are prepared to negotiate reasonable affordable housing provision on sites of sufficient size to make a successful development in terms of creating sustainable communities. There are plenty of examples where these have been developed in recent years across the region. 

The question is, however, what is reasonable and whether it is reasonable to apply a policy which is to be so universally applied and so prescriptive that it could ultimately be self-defeating if it adversely affects the supply of housing overall across the region. 

It is HBF’s view that, whilst the plan may quite reasonably set out the aspiration to maximise affordable housing provision and to secure a substantial improvement over its delivery in the recent past, it must not set a prescriptive region-wide target. Instead it should merely set the context to allow the matter to be addressed properly at the local level. That is what Government policy requires of RSS and no more, especially in the absence of a detailed technical evidence-based justification fro the target.  

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy H5 and Supporting Text – Housing density and design

Reason for Objection: The policy requirement for a density target of 40 dwellings per hectare is unduly prescriptive, inadequately justified and pre-empts the proper consideration of this matter at the local level.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, ix, xii

Change Sought: delete 40% target figure from policy

Comment:

HBF objects to the application of a standard density target across the region. Largely for the reasons set out above in respect of affordable housing targets; that it is arbitrary and not adequately justified. The only explanation for it is that it is the midway point between the PPG3 minimum density range of 30 to 50 dwellings per hectare. There is no settlement character analysis or any other explanation why 40 dwellings per hectare has been chosen. 

Furthermore, it may well be that including a numerical target is actually self-defeating as many developments are already above 40 dwellings per hectare. It will soon date the plan to include such a target and it achieves nothing which cannot be achieved by merely setting the parameters for this matter to be addressed at the local level; namely that local authorities should seek to maximise the use of developable land and should seek the highest densities appropriate on development sites given site specific considerations and character of the surrounding area.

Turning to the supporting text at paragraph 6.2 it is interesting to note the assembly’s position here that “a degree of flexibility about car parking provision will be required” and to contrast that with it’s position at paragraph 1.21 of Section D4 of the plan that “overall, local authorities should seek a level of parking provision that is more demanding than that set out in PPG13”. Whilst the context is different  and while the wording of criterion v  of Policy T7 is noted, it highlights the pitfalls of advocating arbitrary region-wide targets.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy H6 – Type and size of new housing

Reason for Objection: It is fundamentally unacceptable for local authorities to prescribe  the detailed mix, size, type and tenure of new housing. 
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, viii, ix

Change Sought: The last sentence of this policy should be deleted

Comment:

There is nothing in planning guidance or legislation that gives local authorities any powers to prescribe or require a specific tenure of accommodation in new developments. It is fundamentally unacceptable to the house building industry that local authorities should have powers of veto over what product housebuilders are allowed to build on a site. It is housebuilders who take the financial risk of developing a site and who know the market in which they operate. House builders should be allowed to develop the product they see best fits the nature of the site in question and the local market.

The industry does not object to the precise mix on a site being a collaborative effort based on negotiation taking into consideration all material factors, not least the results of a full housing market assessment carried out in the proper manner. But they fundamentally object to having this imposed upon them by those with no financial stake in the project or no knowledge of the operation of the market. 

The housing market assessment is only one consideration to be taken into account in determining an appropriate mix of units on a site. It is inappropriate for this policy to elevate the housing market assessment to a status it does not deserve and to seek to over-ride other important factors which should properly be taken into account in determining the precise nature of development on a site. Therefore the text should be amended as set out above. 

At the very least the word “require” in the last sentence of the policy should be replaced with “seek to secure” and the words “and other site specific and market considerations” should be added after the word “assessments” and before the word “Local” in the last sentence.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy NRM1 – Sustainable water resources

Reason for Objection: Planning policy should not address in detail matters which are more properly dealt with under other legislative regimes

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, vi, viii, ix, xii

Change Sought: Change the word “require” in criterion (iii) of the policy to “encourage” or “seek to ensure”

Comment:

Paragraph 30 of PPS1 makes it clear that:

“planning policies should not replicate, cut across or detrimentally affect matters within the scope of other legislative requirements such as those set out in Building Regulations for energy efficiency”

Paragraph 26 (iii) also makes it clear that planning authorities should:


“not impose disproportionate costs, in terms of environmental and social impacts, or by unnecessarily constraining otherwise beneficial economic or social development”

Criterion (iv) goes on to state that they should:


“have regard to the resources likely to be available for implementation and the costs likely to be incurred and be realistic about what can be implemented over the period of the plan”

This policy seeks to do all of these in that it seeks to involve itself in detailed matters best addressed by other regulatory regimes and it seeks to impose excessive and disproportionate costs on the development industry and so purchasers of new dwellings at a time when new housing is already extremely expensive.

New dwellings are already many times more energy and water efficient that the existing stock. Dwellings built since April 2006 are 40% more energy efficient than dwellings built only 4 years previously. In terms of energy efficiency, therefore, new dwellings are part of the solution, not part of the problem.

The fact that housebuilders have delivered these significant energy efficiency gains in a very short period of time demonstrates that we are not against energy or water efficiency. Rather we object to the planning system being used to achieve objectives that are best achieved through the use of other powers. And we object to being required to do something as a matter of course when that something may not be appropriate in all circumstances. 

The very real fear the industry has is that each and every local authority in the region devises its own set of policy requirements for energy and water efficiency in new development which is different to its neighbour and different again to what developers are legally obliged to deliver in order to comply with the building regulations. Furthermore the building regulations are constantly under review so planning policy will soon become out of date compared to the building regulations which will only serve to cause confusion and will actually be counter productive in terms of housing delivery in the delays it will cause as different departments at local authorities are seeking to achieve different objectives.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy NRM3 – Sustainable flood risk management

Reason for Objection: Planning policy should not address in detail matters which are more properly dealt with under other legislative regimes

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, vi, viii, ix, xii

Change Sought: Change the word “require” in criterion (ii) of the policy to “encourage” or “seek”

Comment:

HBF and its member companies are keen supporters of the concept of sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS) and seek to implement them wherever this is practicable. However, there is an acknowledged problem with SUDS, in that many water companies and local authorities refuse to adopt and take on responsibility for future management and operation of SUDS in new developments. Given this reluctance on the part of the local water companies to acknowledge the benefits of SUDS and to adopt them as with traditional drainage systems, it is considered excessive for the plan to  require the provision of SUDS as starting point in negotiations. 

It is interesting to compare criterion (ii) of this policy with criterion (iii) of policy NRM1. This policy “requires” the incorporation of SUDS whereas NRM1 only requires SUDS “where appropriate”.

Quite simply the use of SUDS will not be appropriate in every case. Worryingly, no guidance is given as to what the “practical or environmental” reasons may be which would not require the provision of SUDS. 

As with policy NRM1 above this is another case of the planning system seeking to involve itself in matters best left to other regulatory regimes and the policy should be amended as set out above. At the very least the plan should give further guidance on these practical or environmental exceptions in order to aid implementation and there should be a consistent approach between policies NRM1 and 3.

Policy / Paragraph No: Section D5, paragraph 11.21 – Energy Efficiency

Reason for Objection: Planning policy (and even less SPD) should not require the provision measures which are more properly dealt with under other legislative regimes

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, vi, viii, ix, xii

Change Sought: the deletion of paragraph 11.21

Comment:

Paragraphs 2.42 to 2.44 of PPS12 make it abundantly clear the uses to which SPD can and cannot be put. Paragraph 2.43(i) clearly states that SPD must be consistent with national and regional planning policies. National policy in PPS1, paragraph 30 is clear that planning policy should not seek to involve itself in matters which are more properly dealt with under other regulative regimes. Paragraph 2.44 of PPS12 states that SPD may expand on local plan policy but must not address matters which are more properly dealt with through eth statutory planning process and subject to independent scrutiny and testing. 

It is wholly unacceptable for SPD to be used to deal with issues which must be incorporated in the development plan and it is equally so that it is used to require developers to comply with requirements beyond the powers of the local authority. This paragraph must be deleted from the plan.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy EN1 – Energy Efficiency

Reason for Objection: Planning policy (and even less SPD) should not require the provision measures which are more properly dealt with under other legislative regimes

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix, xii

Change Sought: the deletion of the numerical targets in criterion (i) of the policy

Comment:

HBF does not object to the fundamental thrust of this policy which seeks to encourage better energy efficiency in new development. The point is made in our comments on policy NRM1 above that new housing is already many times

more energy efficient than the existing stock and should be seen as part of the solution, not part of the problem. 

HBF is concerned, however, at the blanket application of arbitrary targets and site thresholds which are not based on any robust and credible evidence. Furthermore, these requirements will impose a significant financial burden on the development industry which will be passed on to the customer at a time when the price of new housing is already considered by many to be too high. While the policy could reasonably set the general aspiration to seek higher levels of energy efficiency in new development it should not prescribe specific levels for these reasons. Also there are the difficulties of the practical application of this policy by development control officers who are unlikely to be trained in dealing with such complex technical matters. On top of that is the issue of inconsistency with other regulations such as building regulations which, unlike local development documents, are constantly under review.

Policy / Paragraph No: Section D5, paragraph 11.52 – Wind Energy Development

Reason for Objection: There is no technical basis for this statement 
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix, xii

Change Sought: the deletion of the last sentence of paragraph 11.52

Comment:

There has been no assessment of the extent to which all local authorities are planning or able to comply with this expectation. There is no technical evidence that it is either achievable or desirable. There is no prospect of the expectation being enforced or addressed should monitoring show it is not being complied with. It is wholly a statement of aspiration with no reasonable foundation to it and so should be deleted from the plan.

Policy / Paragraph No: Section D6, Waste & Minerals

Reason for Objection: Given that there is a regional minerals and waste plan and that structure and unitary planning authorities are preparing their own minerals and Waste DPDs in the context of that guidance there is no need for this guidance to be replicated in the south east plan. It adds no value to the planning process

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: ii

Change Sought: the deletion of this chapter

Comment:

Given that there is already a regional waste strategy, there is no purpose of replicating the policies of that strategy in this plan. In the interests of brevity and conciseness in plan making these policies could easily be deleted with no adverse effect.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy C1a – The New Forest National Park

Reason for Objection: It is inappropriate to afford the same degree of protection to land outside the national park as within it
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, vi, viii, ix, xii

Change Sought: the deletion of the majority of the second sentence other than the words “The local planning authority and other partners should also develop supportive sustainable land management policies to support the functioning and operation of the national park”. 

Comment:

If it is Government policy to give the greatest protection to national parks then it must logically follow that lesser protection is given to land outside the defined boundaries of national parks. This policy should not seek to afford the same degree of protection to land outside national park boundaries as that within. Given that this boundary has only very recently been set, had the land outside the New Forest which is used for grazing been considered to be essential to the functioning of the forest it could have been included within this boundary in order that it was given the necessary degree of protection. The fact that it was not suggests that it is of lesser importance than land within the boundary and so it should be treated as such in this plan. Indeed, while the national park has a clearly defined boundary there is no boundary to the grazing land, meaning that there is no boundary to the policy and no simple way of anyone knowing what is required of them.

The policy should therefore be amended as described above which allows those responsible bodies to address the issue of commoning land but does not afford this land a degree of protection that is unwarranted. 

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy BE4 – Managing the urban – rural fringe

Reason for Objection: It is not clear what the status or purpose of designation of an urban-rural fringe will serve nor how the policy will be implemented at the local level. The policy aspiration to better manage certain areas of land can be addressed through practical management and control measures without the need for another designation through the statutory planning process

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix, xii

Change Sought: the deletion of the policy or at least the first criterion (i) (the latter will requires consequential minor textual amendments)

Comment:

What is to be the status of the urban-rural fringe ? What factors will local authorities take into account in defining boundaries at the local level ? How will the planning system impose policy requirements which will benefit the fringe which could not be more effectively targeted through informal management plans outwith the planning system ?

This policy approach is not based on any regional or sub-regional assessment of the urban – rural fringe, nor of the issues which authorities could reasonably seek to address. It merely introduces another designation of limited value and is largely aspirational in nature and does not add anything to the policy framework. It could be deleted without detriment to the underlying objective of local authorities seeking to develop management measures and projects to tackle fringe issues where they exist.

Policy / Paragraph No: Section E – Introduction – Sub-regional policy framework

Reason for Objection: Lack of justification for the sub-regional approach and the boundaries of the areas selected.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, iv, v, vi, vii ix, x, xii

Change Sought: further explanation and justification for the sub-regional policy approach in terms of the areas defined and the boundaries for each area and explanation of the policy distinction and implications for areas defined as sub-regions and areas outside. An increase in housing provision in all sub-regions and beyond consistent with a higher overall region-wide housing target of at least 40,000 dwellings.

Comment:

Clearly HBF does not object to the sub-regional policy approach. However, we are concerned at the process through which the sub-regions were defined, the boundaries were set and the policies and proposals formulated within those parameters. The whole process has been far from transparent and inclusive and it has not been based on robust or credible evidence. The process has been manipulated by the regional assembly in order that the sum of the sub-regions and non-sub-regional areas totals up to the overall housing figure the assembly wanted to promote from the outset. This is the opposite of the approach which should have been followed which should have been to consider the sub-regional issues of need and capacity and feed that up to an overall region-wide policy approach.

Starting with the figure you want to achieve and squeezing the policy approach into that constrained number creates all sorts of problems, some of which are referred to above in our comments on Policy H1. Given that the overall numbers are constrained at 28,900 dwellings this means that growth in the sub-regions has had to be achieved at the expense of meeting needs and demands in areas which do not fall within the sub-regions. This means the whole sub-regional approach is distorted and fails to address fundamental matters of importance which should be addressed. There are very real development needs and requirements in the areas beyond the sub-regions but these cannot be met due to the overall strategy of restraint. This cannot be a reasonable or sensible way to plan.

In terms of the boundaries of the sub-regions, in most cases, these were not subject to any consultation and there was no opportunity for stakeholders to express views about the functions and inter-relationships between the sub-regions and the areas beyond. 

They were largely drawn by the lead authorities (mainly county councils) and have since taken on a life of their own as if they have been set in stone for decades. This is not the case and they should be subject to testing and scrutiny through the public examination process. 

The way the plan is set out with the focus on cross-cutting region-wide policies and then the sub-regions seeks to draw attention away from the very large geographical area which does not lie within any of the sub-regions. This “rest of county area” is largely ignored in the plan yet it contains many large settlements which accommodate hundreds of thousands of people who’s needs are largely being ignored. There will be a need for housing, employment, retail and other commercial and social and recreational development in these areas which will simply not be met due to the overall policy of housing restraint and focus on the sub-regions. Only by increasing housing provision across the board can the development needs of these areas begin to be addressed. In considering the sub-regional aspect of the plan, therefore, Government and the EIP panel are urged not to forget about the wider relationship between the sub-regions and non-sub-regional areas. 

HBF is also concerned that a lot of the policy content of the sub-regional chapters of the plan duplicates what is in the main core strategy of the plan. There is certainly a great deal of duplication between the policies in individual sub-regions. It is not unlike each county council having been given the opportunity to write its own mini-structure plan for part of its area and then these have been brought together to form the sub-regional chapters of the plan. It reads as if no-one at the regional assembly has properly considered:

· what was proposed by each individual lead authority

· the extent of duplication of policy

· what is truly sub-regional policy (rather than aspiration and statement of intent) 

· and most importantly what are the inter-relationships between the various sub-regional policies and between policies fro the sub-regions and non-sub-region areas.

This whole sub-regional section of the plan requires much further work and some radical editing ay the very least.

Policy / Paragraph No: Section E1 – South Hampshire Sub-Region

Reason for Objection: Lack of consistency between policy objective and actual policy approach with regard to the Strategic Development Areas (SDAs).

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv, v, vi, vii 

Change Sought: further explanation and justification for the policy approach selected in terms of the SDAs in relation to the objectives for growth in the sub-region

Comment:

Firstly, HBF does not object to the principle of SDAs. However, we do have a number of concerns about the way in which they have been selected in relation to the objectives and in relation to the way in which it is anticipated they will be brought forward.

The focus of the sub-region is the two cities of Southampton and Portsmouth. Paragraph 2.3 of the text in this section of the plan states that the SDAs will be located close to and with good transport links to the two cities. The obvious point has to be made that the two locations selected for SDAs meet neither of these objectives. They are neither close to the cities nor do they benefit from good transport links with them. This anomaly requires explanation and elaboration of how the locations selected do comply with this over-riding sustainability objective.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy SH2 – Strategic Development Areas

Reason for Objection: Given that these are “growth” areas there should be no upper limit on the level of growth proposed. Numbers should be increased for the sub-region, the development limits on the SDA removed and the possibility of additional sustainable urban extensions should be considered as part of the sub-regional strategy

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, iv, vi, vii, viii, ix 

Change Sought: replacement of the words “up to” in criteria (i) and (ii) of the policy with “at least”

Comment:

The strategic development areas are supposed to perform a sub-regional growth function. Firstly, in the context that HBF is suggesting that the overall housing numbers should be increased from 28,900 dwellings per year to at least 40,000 there is a need for the numbers in this sub-region to be increased in that context.

Furthermore, if we are truly to be seeking to create mixed, balanced and sustainable communities then there is a concern that the levels of development sought in these two Strategic Development Areas (SDAs) will be insufficient to meet this objective. These developments have been in the planning pipeline for decades going back through various previous rounds of structure and local plans. There has long been talk at the councils concerned of higher rates of development in order to achieve these over-arching sustainability objectives. HBF is concerned, therefore that the numbers allocated to these SDAs are too low. There is certainly no robust or credible evidence which justifies the development size and limits placed on the SDAs. At the very least, there should be no upper limit set. Instead there should be a minimum target to be achieved.

Secondly, given the need for development and HBF’s comments above about the lack of contingency in this plan and lack of guidance on the operation of PMM, it is HBF’s view that, whatever figures are finally set for these SDAs these will need to be supplemented by other opportunities for urban extensions separate from these SDAs in order to meet the higher housing target we are proposing, to meet local needs and to provide some degree of contingency against possible delays with these major development.

This matter of the need for sustainable urban extensions should be addressed in this and all other sub-regions.

Policy / Paragraph No: Section E1, Paragraphs 2.6 & 2.12 - Strategic Development Areas

Reason for Objection: The last sentence of paragraph 2.6 and the similar sentence towards the end of paragraph 2.12 must be deleted as they are not in accordance with the proper operation of Plan Monitor Manage

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, v, vi, ix, xii 

Change Sought: deletion of text and replacement with a positive statement about continuity of future land releases regardless of the availability of windfalls

Comment:

The SDAs are major development projects which will require a significant amount of upfront investment in land and infrastructure. They are “strategic sites” as described in the PPG3 guidance note, “Planning To Deliver”. This makes it clear on page 14 that:


“the presumption would be that strategic sites would normally be unaffected by any review of the assignment of sites between phases in a plan (that arose for example because of unexpectedly high rates of windfalls)”.

This is because the development of these sites is critical to the delivery of the strategy (in this case sub-regional strategy) set out in the plan. 

If landowners, developers and investors are to be encouraged to commit the massive resource and financial investment necessary to achieve the delivery of these SDAs they must have certainty that they will be guaranteed a return on their investment and that there will be no interruptions in the rate of development and so flow of returns. If this sentence is not deleted from the plan these development areas will not happen as no investor would be willing to underwrite the many tens (if not hundreds) of millions necessary to bring them about in a context of such uncertainty and potential instability. 

In fact, not only must the sentence be deleted, it should be replaced by a specific commitment to the contrary (and in accordance with the guidance in Planning To Deliver) that the phasing of these sites will not be altered for the reasons given above.

The same applies to a similarly worded sentence which also appears towards the end of paragraph 2.12. 

Policy / Paragraph No: Section E1, Paragraphs 2.9, 2.10 and Policy SH3 – Sub-regional gaps

Reason for Objection: The approach to gaps does not accord with Government policy in PPS7.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, vi, ix 

Change Sought: deletion of paragraphs 2.9 and 2.10, a replacement for paragraph 2.10 which refers to the guidance in PPS7 and deletion of the named strategic gaps from Policy SH3 with consequent minor textual amendments

Comment:

PPS7, sets out Government’s policy in so far as it applies to strategic gaps. Paragraphs 24 and 25 state:

“24. The Government recognises and accepts that there are areas of landscape outside nationally designated areas that are particularly highly valued locally. The Government believes that carefully drafted, criteria based policies in LDDs, using tools such as landscape character assessment, should provide sufficient protection for these areas, without the need for rigid local designations that may unduly restrict acceptable, sustainable development and the economic activity that underpins the vitality of rural areas.

25. Local landscape designations should only be maintained or, exceptionally, extended where it can be clearly shown that criteria-based planning policies cannot provide the necessary protection. LDDs should state what it is that requires extra protection, and why. When reviewing their local area wide development plans and LDDs planning authorities should rigorously consider the justification for retaining existing local landscape designations. They should ensure that such designations are based on a formal and robust assessment of the qualities of the landscape concerned.”

There is no evidence that the assembly, lead authorities or local authorities have reviewed existing designations in the light of this requirement of PPS7. There is no evidence that a criteria based policy approach could not provide the necessary degree of protection for these areas. So the changes suggested above should be made. The named gaps should be deleted from the policy. Paragraph 2.10 should be deleted and replaced by a paragraph of text referring to the guidance in PPS7 (referred to above). Paragraph 2,9 should be deleted as it is a statement of intent and not a matter for consideration in a regional spatial strategy. It is also contrary to PPS7 for the same reasons set out above.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy SH12 – Scale & location of housing development

Reason for Objection: The housing numbers proposed are inadequate to meet need and requirements and to conform to Government policy objectives and should be increased in the context of a region-wide increase in housing provision to at least 40,000 dwellings per year

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, vi, vii, ix, xii 

Change Sought: increase in housing targets and deletion of the last sentence of the footnote to the policy

Comment:

HBF is suggesting in our objections on Policy H1 of the plan that the overall housing requirement should be increased from a figure of 28,900 to one of at least 40,000 dwellings per year. In order that this is achieved it will require an increase in housing supply across the region. HBF objects to all the sub regional housing requirement policies on this basis.

In terms of the last sentence of the footnote to this policy HBF is concerned that there is no scope for what is referred to to happen in reality. If there is a shortfall in PDL then who is the “respective sub-area” that will initiate this action. The lead authority, the assembly, the local authority or some other group ? What powers will they have and what publicly accountable PMM mechanism will be in place to allow this to happen ?

HBF is concerned that there is no policy mechanism or body to achieve this objective. It is also a mis-application of PMM. If there is a shortfall in PDL then what this suggests is that authorities should take actions to release greenfield sites in order to ensure housing targets are achieved. It does not suggest authorities should go out and try and conjure up more PDL as they should already be finding all that is available through their urban capacity studies. This sentence should therefore be deleted as it will work against the delivery of sufficient housing to achieve the target rather than assist in this end.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy SH13 and Paragraph 2.32 – Affordable Housing

Reason for Objection: The policy requirements and supporting text are not based on a robust and credible evidence base. Nor do they adequately take into account Government policy or viability issues.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix

Change Sought: delete target percentages from policy

Comment:

HBF objects to this policy and supporting text on the same basis that we object to Policy H4 in Section D3 of the plan.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy SH14 – Environmental Sustainability

Reason for Objection: The policy requirements and supporting text are not based on a robust and credible evidence base. Nor do they adequately take into account viability issues. Planning policy should not address in detail matters which are more properly dealt with under other legislative regimes

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, vi, viii, ix, xii

Change Sought: Delete policy or at the very least the numerical and percentage targets in criterion (iv), (vi) and (viii)

Comment:

HBF objects to this policy on the same basis that we object to paragraph 11.21, Policy EN1 and Policy NRM1 in section D5 of the plan.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy SCT7 – Amount and Distribution of housing development

Reason for Objection: The housing numbers proposed are inadequate to meet need and requirements and to conform to Government policy objectives and should be increased in the context of a region-wide increase in housing provision to at least 40,000 dwellings per year

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, vi, vii, ix, xii 

Change Sought: increase in housing targets 

Comment:

HBF is suggesting in our objections on Policy H1 of the plan that the overall housing requirement should be increased from a figure of 28,900 to one of at least 40,000 dwellings per year. In order that this is achieved it will require an increase in housing supply across the region. HBF objects to all the sub regional housing requirement policies on this basis.

In the context of the higher overall housing requirement HBF is calling for there is likely to be a need for further areas of search for sustainable urban extensions to be identified in this and all sub-regions.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy SCT8 – Affordable Housing

Reason for Objection: The policy requirements and supporting text are not based on a robust and credible evidence base. Nor do they adequately take into account Government policy or viability issues.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix

Change Sought: delete target percentages from policy

Comment:

HBF objects to this policy and supporting text on the same basis that we object to Policy H4 in Section D3 of the plan.

Also, it is frankly bizarre (and certainly unsound) for criterion (ii) of the policy to state that “no single target is prescribed for the sub-region” only for the same sentence to then go on” but, as a general guideline, at least 40% of new housing development should be affordable housing” !!!!!!!!!!

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy EKA1 – Amount and Distribution of housing development

Reason for Objection: The housing numbers proposed are inadequate to meet need and requirements and to conform to Government policy objectives and should be increased in the context of a region-wide increase in housing provision to at least 40,000 dwellings per year

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, vi, vii, ix, xii 

Change Sought: increase in housing targets 

Comment:

HBF is suggesting in our objections on Policy H1 of the plan that the overall housing requirement should be increased from a figure of 28,900 to one of at least 40,000 dwellings per year. In order that this is achieved it will require an increase in housing supply across the region. HBF objects to all the sub regional housing requirement policies on this basis. Especially in this case in view of the comments made in the second and third sentences of paragraph 2.4 of the supporting text to this policy. If further evidence was required of  policy being inappropriately manipulated by a constrained overall housing target, this is it.

In the context of the higher overall housing requirement HBF is calling for there is likely to be a need for further areas of search for sustainable urban extensions to be identified in this and all sub-regions.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy EKA2 – Affordable Housing

Reason for Objection: The policy requirements and supporting text are not based on a robust and credible evidence base. Nor do they adequately take into account Government policy or viability issues.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix

Change Sought: delete target percentages from policy. Amend reference from “local housing needs assessments” to “local housing market assessments” in order to accord with current Government policy and best practice.

Comment:

HBF objects to this policy and supporting text on the same basis that we object to Policy H4 in Section D3 of the plan.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy KTG1 – Amount and Distribution of housing development

Reason for Objection: The housing numbers proposed are inadequate to meet need and requirements and to conform to Government policy objectives and should be increased in the context of a region-wide increase in housing provision to at least 40,000 dwellings per year

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, vi, vii, ix, xii 

Change Sought: increase in housing targets 

Comment:

HBF is suggesting in our objections on Policy H1 of the plan that the overall housing requirement should be increased from a figure of 28,900 to one of at least 40,000 dwellings per year. In order that this is achieved it will require an increase in housing supply across the region. HBF objects to all the sub regional housing requirement policies on this basis
In the context of the higher overall housing requirement HBF is calling for there is likely to be a need for further areas of search for sustainable urban extensions to be identified in this and all sub-regions.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy EKA2 – Affordable Housing

Reason for Objection: The policy requirements and supporting text are not based on a robust and credible evidence base. Nor do they adequately take into account Government policy or viability issues.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix

Change Sought: reword policy so that it accords with the evidence referred to in paragraph 2.9. Amend reference from “local housing needs assessments” to “local housing market assessments” in order to accord with current Government policy and best practice.

Comment:

HBF objects to this policy and supporting text on the same basis that we object to Policy H4 in Section D3 of the plan. In this case we do not object to the percentage target as it is clear from the evidence under-pinning this target that the 30% target should be considered a maximum (paragraph 2.9 of the supporting text refers). That being the case it should be made clear in the policy that it is a maximum and the words “a maximum of” should be added before the 30% figure.

If this change is not made, the 30% target should be deleted for the reasons set out in our objections to the equivalent policies in the other sub-regional chapters of the plan.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy LF1 – Core Strategy

Reason for Objection: Policy is inappropriate given the need for additional housing in the region. The accommodation of a higher housing requirements may well necessitate a review of the green belt at regional level and the policy should recognise this fact.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, v, ix

Change Sought: policy commitment to the strategic review of the greenbelt in order to accommodate higher housing requirement
Comment:

HBF objects to the thrust of this core strategy policy in view of its emphasis on protecting the green belt. Had the regional assembly taken a responsible approach to the need for additional housing in the region it may well have come to the view that accommodating such a level of development could necessitate a strategic review of the greenbelt. The fact that the assembly did not take such an approach to housing provision means it is a self-fulfilling prophecy that there will be no need for a strategic review of the greenbelt. The fact HBF is arguing for a higher level of housing provision means that we consider that more significant amendments to green belt boundaries other than just small scale local reviews should not be ruled out by policy.

At the very least the Panel should give very serious consideration to the option of identifying areas of search for future greenbelt releases as was the approach adopted in the south west region. This policy requires amending accordingly

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy LF2 – Amount and Distribution of housing development

Reason for Objection: The housing numbers proposed are inadequate to meet need and requirements and to conform to Government policy objectives and should be increased in the context of a region-wide increase in housing provision to at least 40,000 dwellings per year

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, vi, vii, ix, xii 

Change Sought: increase in housing targets 

Comment:

HBF is suggesting in our objections on Policy H1 of the plan that the overall housing requirement should be increased from a figure of 28,900 to one of at least 40,000 dwellings per year. In order that this is achieved it will require an increase in housing supply across the region. HBF objects to all the sub regional housing requirement policies on this basis. This is especially relevant in the case of this sub-region in view of the comment at paragraph 1.4 of the supporting text. Surrey has always exceeded its structure plan housing requirement not because it delivers a fantastically high amount of new housing development. Rather it is because its housing requirement has always been set at an extremely low level. This RSS provides the opportunity to set a reasonable and challenging housing target for this sub-region.
In the context of the higher overall housing requirement HBF is calling for there is likely to be a need for further areas of search for sustainable urban extensions to be identified in this and all sub-regions.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy LF3 – Affordable Housing

Reason for Objection: The policy requirements and supporting text are not based on a robust and credible evidence base. Nor do they adequately take into account  Government policy or viability issues.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix

Change Sought: delete target percentages from policy. Amend reference from “local housing needs assessments” to “local housing market assessments” in order to accord with current Government policy and best practice. Delete reference to provision being sought from all sites and requirement for commuted sums to be paid if on-site provision is not feasible.

Comment:

HBF objects to this policy and supporting text on the same basis that we object to Policy H4 in Section D3 of the plan.

In terms of the reference to “all sites” this is unacceptable as it will be inappropriate to seek affordable housing from all sites. The reference to commuted sums is a wholly unjustified and unwarranted tax on development.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy LF4 – Urban areas and regional hubs

Reason for Objection: The policy does not reflect the situation as it is likely to arise. Particularly in view of HBF’s call for a higher overall housing requirements.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv, v, vi, ix

Change Sought: Insertion of the word “main” or similar before the word “focus” in the first line of the policy and the word “mainly” in the third line of the last paragraph of the policy in between the words “place” and “within”

Comment:

HBF is concerned that the way this policy is written is seeking to ignore the existing policy context which exists in the Surrey Structure Plan. The assembly is keen to advocate a strategy based on perpetuation of the status quo in terms of overall housing requirements yet, where there are aspects of existing structure plans they do not like, they seem to want to ignore them. 

The existing strategy for the Surrey urban areas is set in the recently adopted Surrey structure plan. That allows for sustainable extensions to Guildford and elsewhere depending on the outcome of assessments of urban capacity and the availability of PDL. There will be a need for greenfield development to meet existing housing requirements in the principal Surrey settlements. The wording of this policy seeks to sweep this requirement under the carpet. The changes suggested above are required in order to allow the implementation of existing planning policy and are necessary to enable Surrey to play it’s part in meeting the region’s housing need. It is, after all, an area of extreme housing pressure, need and demand.

In the context of the higher overall housing requirement HBF is calling for there is likely to be a need for further areas of search for sustainable urban extensions to be identified in this and all sub-regions.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy LF11 and paragraphs 2.28 and 2.29 – Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area

Reason for Objection: The requirements of the delivery plan are excessive, unjustified and inappropriate and are being applied in a blanket form taking no account of site specific or common sense considerations. The evidence and justification for the policies and requirements in the delivery plan are not robust or credible and have not been tested. It is wholly inappropriate and fundamentally unsound for an RSS to set a housing target and then withdraw that commitment in the same document.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv, v, vi, vii viii, ix, x, xi, xii

Change Sought: delete criterion (ii) of the policy. Amend the text at paragraphs 2.28 and 2.29 to make it clear mitigation open space may not always be required or necessary,

Comment:

HBF acknowledges the importance of the EU habitats regulations and recognises that this has placed Government, the local authorities and developers / landowners in a very tricky situation in so far as the SPA is concerned. What we have (and have had for most of the year so far) is a complete stalemate with no permissions being granted to housebuilders in the 11 SPA authorities because of the SPA and English Nature’s (EN) interpretation of the Habitats Regulations as they are being applied through the delivery plan.

The industry generally supports the principle of a route through the process which allows development to proceed whilst also protecting the habitat of the SPA. But, as it stands at present, the delivery plan does not provide that route. It closes down more paths than it opens. EN is applying a blanket distance of 5km within which all additional residential development is deemed to have a significant adverse impact on the integrity of the SPA and so which must be mitigated. That disregards the millions of people who already live within the area and the many millions of visits each year to the SPA. EN is suggesting that any additional development of even a single dwelling still causes this impact as it has to be considered in-combination with all other development which could reasonably be foreseen.

HBF believes that this assumption is fundamentally unsound. As is the requirement for the provision of mitigation open space in all circumstances. There are many ways to mitigate the impact of development on the SPA which developers could, and are willing to, deliver and fund. But requiring the provision of mitigation open space in all circumstances to a minimum site size of 4 ha (or 12ha as it is currently being applied), often requiring third party land which is not yet demonstrably available, is wholly unreasonable and unrealistic. 

In support of this objection, I attach a copy of HBF’s letter of 12th January 2006 commenting on an early draft of the delivery plan. Whilst some things have moved on, the majority of the industry’s concerns remain outstanding. We are keen to see an early resolution to this important problem but the industry will not be blackmailed into providing mitigation open space when there is no robust, credible or tested evidence for its requirement in all circumstances.

Moving on to the issue of the review of housing allocations, the regional assembly has known of the existence of the SPA for over a year now (the SPA was designated in March 2005). All through consultation on the sub-regional housing distribution the matter has been in the media and discussed between all the relevant stakeholders, including the regional assembly. For this new criterion (criterion(iii)) to be added to the plan on the morning of the assembly committee meeting which was seeking to approve the document for submission to Government is wholly unreasonable. It has been subject to no consultation or even discussion with stakeholders and Government partners. 

A plan can have no credibility whatsoever if is seeks to give with one hand and then take away with the other. This criterion must be deleted. A solution must be found to this problem and English Nature must be forced to allow the local authorities to do their job of weighing up all the material planning considerations in arriving at planning decisions rather than them being allowed to force authorities to impose these excessive and unreasonable requirements. 


Mr Alan Law

Regional Director

English Nature
Foxhold House
Crookham Common
Thatcham 
Berkshire RG19 8EL









12th January 2006

Dear Mr Law, 

THAMES BASIN HEATHS SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA 

DRAFT DELIVERY PLAN

MITIGATION STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Introduction

Thank you for inviting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) to comment on this important policy document. As I said when we have met a number of times recently, HBF is supportive of the fact that English Nature has set up this project to try and steer a way through the complexity of the EU Habitats Directive and its implementation through the UK Habitats Regulations. We are also supportive of the principle of a delivery plan to secure a consistent approach to assessing planning applications for development which may impact on the SPA across all the districts affected by the designation. We appreciate that this is no simple task and we welcome the fact that this draft delivery plan is apparently seeking to achieve the objective of allowing land to be developed for housing at the same time as ensuring there is no adverse impact on the SPA.

The need for an urgent end to the confusion and uncertainty surrounding this whole issue is emphasised by the fact that three of the 11 districts affected by the SPA designation are imposing a total moratorium on new residential development until this matter is resolved. No doubt this action will spread. This is largely a result of counsel’s advice obtained by one of the districts (which we have not yet had the opportunity of seeing) which advises that, under the precautionary principle, a total moratorium, for the time being at least, is the only option the local authority can take in its role as “competent authority” under the Habitats Regs.

Clearly this does not bode well in terms of future housing delivery and there is a very urgent need for this matter to be resolved one way or another. Particularly in view of the fact that this designation already affects the delivery of some 40,000 dwellings. And that is just over the next ten years.

Anything which attempts to overcome the delays and uncertainty arising from the requirement to carry out an ‘in combination’ assessment of the impacts of new development on the integrity of the SPA as part of the habitats regulations is welcomed. However, this is only the case if the alternative to compliance with the Habitats Regulations is reasonable, achievable, based on sound evidence and technical justification and is accepted as a mutually beneficial and satisfactory alternative by all parties to the process

Nevertheless, having now had the opportunity of obtaining a copy of the draft delivery plan and discovering precisely what is proposed and the justification for it, HBF has a great many concerns about the detail of the approach proposed. These relate both to the scale and proportionality of what is sought as mitigation from development and fundamental principles of the interpretation of the evidence used in justification for what is sought. We also have concerns about the process being adopted and the implementation of the requirements of the draft delivery plan. We are also aware that a number of the local authority partners have similar reservations as to the deliverability of the approach as it is currently set out in the draft delivery plan.

It is our view that, far from allowing development to proceed the requirements of this draft delivery plan are so onerous, excessive and disproportionate that they will actively prevent development coming forward. Rather than being a delivery plan we consider the plan to be totally undeliverable in its present form. 

Once you have digested these comments we would very much welcome the opportunity of a further meeting with you and the project team, and particularly the Government Office, to try and find a way forward. I would hope this can be arranged as a matter of great urgency. However, the message from the house building industry is very clear that, as it stands we consider the approach set out in the draft delivery plan to be excessive, disproportionate to the successful resolution of the issues involved, inappropriate and counter productive; even within the context of the precautionary principle. The evidence used in justification for the proposed approach, particularly for the mitigation open space provision, fails to factor in many considerations which would, in reality, lessen the impact of development on the SPA. These factors, set out below, must be brought into the consideration of impacts and so the measures sought to alleviate those impacts if we are to find a workable way forward based on measures that have been duly substantiated as proportionate to the impacts identified. 

To use the parlance of the new planning policy process, the approach, as it is to be ultimately implemented by the competent authorities, must be “sound” (and so must meet a number of tests set out in Government’s PPS12 - paragraph 4.24) if it is to be incorporated in future policy documents. In this sense, the draft delivery plan is far from sound at present.

Fundamental Principles

Rather than go through the draft delivery plan and comment paragraph by paragraph, it is probably best to comment by way of dealing with issues raised by the document. HBF is concerned that many of the most basic assumptions underlying the proposed approach are incomplete, inappropriate and/or fundamentally flawed. The effect of this is to propose a set of measures to mitigate an impact of development on the SPA which is not likely to occur with the result that the measures proposed are disproportionate (and indeed excessive), unjustified and will not even achieve the desired outcome. 

In particular, the justification for the mitigation open space (and certainly the amount of open space sought in mitigation) is very weak. It is this aspect of the delivery plan which is of greatest concern to HBF and which will be the single most important factor in determining whether or not the plan is workable. 

Finally in opening, I should state at the outset that what follows is a policy response to the policy measures raised in the document. It is not a technical response and I am by no means an expert in the Habitats Regulations. It may be that, during the course of our discussions over the coming months, HBF wishes to commission independent technical analysis by those expert in the application of the Habitats Regulations and from specialists in heathland birds and habitat. If that is the case, this will be submitted to you as soon as is practicable.

1. Evidence

The first principle of concern to HBF is the evidence used in justification of the proposed approach. There is a great deal of evidence referred to in the document but none of it, in our view, supports the ultimate conclusion that the only real way the impact of development can be mitigated is by the provision of alternative open space. The evidence actually suggests that the provision of additional open space may, in many circumstances, make very little difference to the use of the SPA but that is something which I will return to below.

HBF is not seeking to deny the link between residential development and people using the SPA for recreation. However, it requires a substantial leap of faith to arrive at the conclusion that, as a result of such recreational use, a substantial amount of alternative open space must be provided in mitigation. The mitigation aspect of English Nature’s approach is one of a three-pronged approach. The other two being on site access management and habitat management. I see no evidence in the plan or supporting documentation accompanying it that these latter two measures will not be sufficient, in themselves, to deal with the impact of development (or the majority of that impact) and the increasing recreational pressure that may bring. 

There is plenty of evidence about the use of the SPA and the nature of visitors’ activity and where they come from. But there is none on the impact of that use (and even an increased use) on the integrity of this SPA as a result of effects on the species which are the basis of its designation. 

Put another way, one would have expected the evidence used in support of the approach to assess the capacity of the SPA to accommodate change. There is no evidence to suggest that a single additional person using the SPA will threaten the integrity of the SPA designation as a whole. The same applies whether it is 10, 100 or 1,000 people. 

It may well be that increased use equals increased impact. But the issue is not the increase in use per se, but rather:

· the nature and extent of that impact 

· whether those impacts can be absorbed by the SPA without harm and

· whether that impact is “significant” in the context of the Habitats Regulations in that it would give rise to an adverse effect on integrity.

I fail to see the link between the general impacts caused by recreational use in principle and the specific impacts on this SPA and how those impacts threaten the integrity of the SPA. 

Much of the emphasis in the draft delivery plan (following the tests in the Habitats Regs) is on mitigating for cumulative impacts on the SPA. That being the case, we must be considering impacts on the integrity of the SPA as a whole. Not just individual elements of it. Even then, the question is one of the extent to which this can be resolved by access and management controls rather than primarily by the provision of alternative open space.

There is also a lack of local evidence. A great deal of the evidence offered in support of this proposal relates to various heaths in Dorset. It is worth noting that, at those heath sites in Dorset, English Nature only operates a 400m impact mitigation zone. Yet here in the Thames Basin Heaths that zone is 5km. 

There is recent visitor evidence related to the Thames Basin Heaths but there is nothing which measures the specific impacts of recreational use on the Thames Basin Heaths and the extent to which that impact would be mitigated by the provision of alternative open space. Similarly, there is no specific justification for a 400m total exclusion zone for all new residential development. This is particularly so since the majority of visitors to the SPA travel some distance by car and since localised impacts such as vandalism, deliberate damage and so on can be prevented by on-site management and mitigation measures.

It would also appear that the Dartford Warbler which is one of the protected species and one of the reasons for the designation in the first place is actually increasing in population and is now on the amber rather than the red list according to the RSPB’s categorisation of species at risk. That is not to say there is a need for complacency but, again, it adds to our unease about these proposals. 

At the very least the plan should address the issue of monitoring and review and how its provisions may change over time if the success of this species and perhaps others continues. The impression is given that these mitigation requirements will apply indefinitely whereas common sense suggests that this should not be the case. 

2. Management Versus Mitigation

Following on from the above, HBF is concerned that there is no evidence that the provision of additional open space off-site (and possibly some distance from the SPA) will actually achieve the desired objective of reducing the number of recreational visitors to the SPA and so the impact of those visitors. Indeed, it seems to be the case that visitor use of parts of the SPA is actively encouraged through English Nature’s own website and the Nature Reserves For All initiative. A number of the local wildlife trusts and local authorities produce their own leaflets and pamphlets publicising walks through parts of the SPA. This suggests that active and appropriate management measures can be successful in mitigating the impact of recreational use of the SPA – otherwise promotion of such use of the SPA would not be acceptable. That being so, the principle of proportionality that should be applied in the implementation of the Habitats Regulations should mean that every consideration is given to how appropriate management measures can provide effective mitigation before other solutions are considered.

It also appears from the visitor survey information that around 30% of visitors travel by car from over 5km away from the SPA to use the SPA. The figure varies slightly depending on which survey is used but the principle is the same. Namely that a large proportion of users of the SPA are eschewing more local facilities in order to use the SPA. 

To summarise the visitor surveys when they asked people why they used the heathland, the answer was, in effect, that because it was heathland. There is no evidence pertaining to why they did not use more local facilities but logic suggests that it was because it did not offer the quality and scope of recreational experience as that provided by the heathland. That being the case, the question has to be asked whether it would ever be any different regardless of the availability of alternative mitigation open space. If a large number of people are choosing to use the SPA despite the fact that there is local provision nearer to where they live (which must be the case for the vast majority of people travelling over 5km) it begs the question whether the mitigation open space approach could ever actually, in the real world, perform a significant mitigation function. I would interpret the evidence as suggesting that it would not and that large numbers of people will always use the SPA over any local facility regardless of the quality of that facility. Such a facility would never offer the equivalent experience of visiting the SPA itself.

The only way people would be prevented from using the SPA would be if management and access control measures were put in place to prevent them. This would appear to run counter to the initiatives described above which actively seek to encourage people to use certain parts of the SPA for quiet informal recreation. 

Therefore, as a matter of fundamental principle I question the validity of the mitigation open space approach. I am certainly extremely concerned at the scale of what is sought by way of mitigation as there is no evidence that open space provided in mitigation will fulfil the purpose for which it was intended. On that basis there has to be doubt about the validity of such mitigation being sought through the planning obligations process. This matter is addressed below under the “process” heading.

3. Population Increase

As stated above, the assumption seems to be that the additional recreational pressure caused by a single additional person coming to the SPA will threaten the integrity of the entire SPA and the reason for its designation. I have already cast doubt on the realism of such an assumption above. However, there also seems to be an assumption that, with 40,000 dwellings proposed to be built by 2016 in the general area around the SPA that, in itself, will cause such a degree of damage and disturbance that it can only be addressed by the provision of additional mitigation open space. Again, I have cast doubt on the assumptions underlying this premise.

It is doubtful for a further reason not mentioned above and that is that the real increase in the population of the area in proximity to the SPA will be nowhere near as great as assumed in the reasoning underpinning the proposal. The majority of people who would occupy these 40,000 dwellings, if they are ever to be built, will be people who already live in the vicinity of the SPA. 

It is a widely reported fact that the vast majority of house moves are local moves. Various studies over the years have indicated that anywhere between 50 and 70% of house moves take place within the same local authority district. More than half of those tend to take place within the same part of that district. This is all house moves, not just people moving to a new house. This fact is being substantiated in the housing market assessments now being carried out across the south east by a number of local authorities and groups of local authorities. 

Therefore, even if the threat from an additional population was as great as English Nature’s interpretation of the research suggests it is (which we dispute) the actual impact will not be as great as supposed in the draft delivery plan as the actual net population increase in the area will be substantially less than assumed in the draft delivery plan. 

At 2.4 persons per dwelling, which is the averaged used in the draft delivery plan assumptions, this would equate to 96,000 people from the 40,000 dwellings allocated to the area. The actual increase could be substantially less at ‘only’ 30,000 to 50,000. This increases the likelihood that management of access and habitat improvements will still be sufficient to mitigate for the likely effects.

It also raises the question of whether an assumption of 2.4 persons per dwelling is reasonable in view of the nature of the likely future development in the vicinity of the SPA. While 2.4 persons per hectare may be the current average occupancy rate from the 2001 Census, the type of housing built in the years since the 2001 Census was conducted has changed dramatically as outlined under point 5 below. This does not appear to have been factored in to the assessment which again would overstate the true impact of the construction of these additional dwellings on the SPA.

4. Open Space Mitigation Requirements by Zone

Regardless of the actual population increase there is a total lack of transparency and robustness in how the mitigation open space requirements of 8ha and 16ha per 1,000 population have been arrived at. In order to calculate a mitigation requirement and to differentiate this between the zones it is first necessary to know how many people live in the zones, the availability of open space (both existing and that which could potentially be used to perform a mitigation function) in those zones and the allocations of housing in those zones. It is understood that the current position is that none of this is known as present. This makes it very difficult to have any real confidence that the 8ha and 16ha requirements are anything other than arbitrary finger-in-the-air assessments. They appear to be derived mainly from existing open space standards which is less than helpful and not really relevant to the reason why mitigation open space is being sought in this proposal.

If mitigation open space is a reasonable path to follow (which we say it may not, certainly not to the extent set out in the draft delivery plan), at the very least the mitigation requirements should be based on factors related to the actual impact of the actual net population increase arising out of the 40,000 dwellings proposed for the area. Not an arbitrary application of standards which were devised for a wholly different purpose. Furthermore, before the requirements are finalised they should be supported by the open space audits and assessments rather than these being conducted after the event.

5. High Density and Previously Developed Land

Another factor which will reduce the actual impact on the SPA from new development is the fact that the vast majority of new development will be development on previously developed brownfield sites at higher densities than in the past. 

The 40,000 dwellings allocated to the area in the vicinity of the SPA contain a range of proposals covering town centre regeneration projects, urban extensions, brownfield windfall development and greenfield sites. Government’s target is that, by 2008, 60% of all new residential development should take place on brownfield sites. The density target is that no residential development in the south east should be developed at a density of less than 30 dwellings per hectare. Both of these targets have already been exceeded in the south east and performance of the industry continues to improve in exceeding these targets.

The result of this major policy change is that the form of development has changed drastically in recent years. At the beginning of 2000 38% of housing completions in the south east comprised detached houses and 27% flats and maisonettes. By the end of 2004 there had been a substantial shift and the proportion of detached dwellings had fallen to just 17% of completions whilst flats and maisonettes share of the market had reached 50%. This trend has continued in England throughout 2005 and figures will be available for the region shortly. 

The point being that this change in the type of dwelling constructed and the fact that they have been predominantly built at higher density than in the past and on brownfield sites has had significant impacts on purchasers behaviour regarding pet and car ownership. High density development has been achieved in many cases alongside a reduction in car parking provision. Especially on town centre sites close to public transport links and interchanges. 

Clearly this, and the fact that there is an increasing predominance of flats, has important implications for the impact of residential development on the SPA. Namely that, if density is predominantly high density with reduced car parking provision there is a decreased likelihood that the occupiers of these flats will drive to the SPA for recreational purposes. Particularly since, as they are largely flats, there is a reduced propensity amongst the occupiers of flats to own large pets such as dogs (and even cats) compared to the occupiers of traditional forms of accommodation in the low density suburban context. 

By way of illustration, a survey carried out by Bracknell Forest Borough Council in relation to their Mitigation Statement for the town centre redevelopment proposals which include 1,000 flats indicated that only 2.2% of flat owners had a dog.    
 

Again it is not clear that this has been factored into the equation. Indeed, the draft delivery plan seems to snub the suggestion that people in flats are less likely to own dogs than people living in houses with gardens which is somewhat odd to say the least. It also refuses to acknowledge that  new flats can actually be conditioned via the planning permission and through the leasehold agreement between landowner and purchaser such that occupiers are not permitted to keep pets. 

To claim such conditions are unenforceable shows a poor understanding of the operation of the planning process within which this whole draft delivery plan is supposed to operate. It is also to rule out a potential solution to at least part of the problem which avoids the complexities of having to provide mitigation open space as the key way of addressing the impact of recreational dog walking on the integrity of the SPA. 

HBF is also led to understand that English Nature largely takes this view based on its own analysis of previous appeal decisions, which have referred mainly to large schemes, some in excess of 60 units where clearly the issue of enforceability could be a valid one.   However given that a large proportion of schemes, in particular apartments, are at or around the affordable housing threshold (namely 14 or 24 units) the issue of enforceability through leaseholds agreements and management companies is that more realistic and should not be disregarded at the outset. 
6. The Three Impact Zones

The visitor surveys suggest that the recreational use of the SPA is directly related to the distance people live from the SPA. If the degree of mitigation sought from development is supposed to relate to the impact of that development on the SPA then HBF is concerned that the proposed three zone approach does not sufficiently reflect that objective. The potential for impact on the SPA from a development 401m away from the SPA is likely to be significantly greater than from a development 1.99km away. 

Similarly 2.01km and 4.99km. Yet they fall within the same zone respectively and would be required to provide the same amount of open space in mitigation for their impact.

There also must be some doubt about the impacts from people living as far away as 5km from the outer boundary of the SPA. This is a considerable distance in the context of the highly developed nature of this part of the south east. The fact that the zones are drawn so widely is the main reason why HBF’s concerns are so great and why the proposal affects the delivery of such a large amount of residential development. I am not aware of any other designation of any sort where there is such a large exclusion and mitigation zone as with this proposal. 

The extent of the zone is another reason why the proposal as it stands is unworkable. The further away from the SPA one travels the more intangible and theoretical the impacts become. Particularly in areas where there are other areas of open space (particularly large areas of space) in the catchment. That fact that the zone boundaries are at arbitrary 400m, 2km and 5km as-the-crow-flies distances from the SPA outer boundaries and that they ignore the presence of alternative open space and other physical obstacles which would be likely to prevent people using the SPA is another reason why the justification for the approach is wholly unreasonable and unrealistic. This increases the further away from the SPA one travels. 

By way of example, if a development site lies towards the outer edge of the 5km zone then, according to the delivery plan it has an impact on the SPA which must be mitigated. However there are examples of such sites currently going through the planning process which are adjacent to the edge of another major area of open space beyond the SPA 5km boundary yet this is not factored into the impact assessment. This detracts from the credibility of the approach as it does not reflect peoples’ real behavioural patterns.

7. Land Availability

If the estimate of 40,000 new dwellings is correct then, at 2.4 persons per dwelling, which is the average occupancy assumed in the draft delivery plan, this would generate a population of 96,000 people. The mitigation open space requirements are for 16ha of open space per 1,000 population in Zone B (401m to 2.0km) and 8ha in Zone C (2.01km to 5km). 

Given that there is no information available on the location of new development sites split between these zones, by way of obtaining a rough estimate, if an average mitigation requirement of 12ha per 1,000 population were used, this would give an approximate landtake requirement of 1,150ha. 

While it is acknowledged that this is an imprecise calculation and that the delivery plan allows the upgrading of existing open space to meet part of the requirement, this clearly demonstrates that the delivery plan is requiring the provision of a substantial amount of land. 

There is no evidence that, even setting aside all of the other concerns, this amount of land is available to be upgraded / downgraded / converted into a heathland-type use or other suitable form of recreation space. It is already known (from our Members own experience of seeking to secure such land in order to try to comply with the requirements of the draft delivery plan) that what little land may be available for this use has taken on a hope value and the price sought by landowners has rocketed since the requirements of the draft delivery plan have slowly emerged.  The assumption in the draft delivery plan that some form of strategic acquisition of greenspace may reduce the likelihood of such price inflation is totally unrealistic. 

Unless some form of compulsory purchase is to be used (presumably at the instigation of the local authorities) or unless landowners are willing to accept low agricultural values for their land (both of which are unlikely at present), this in itself will kill the mitigation open space requirement stone dead. It will simply not be deliverable. Developers who have costed schemes on the basis of requirements as they were known prior to the emergence of the draft delivery plan will simply not be able to obtain this land to provide mitigation open space. This is particularly so since somewhere approaching 70% of development in the region is now on previously developed land with all the costs and difficulties that implies.

This brings use back full circle in terms of fundamental concerns that the mitigation open space element of the draft delivery plan does not appear to be deliverable. Certainly not in the vast majority of cases. It also brings us back to focussing on management issues and the payment of financial contributions by developers to enhance existing facilities and improve management of the resource that is already available.

Process and Implementation

1. Policy Framework

Moving away from fundamental principles and onto delivery and implementation, HBF is concerned at the process by which this draft delivery plan has been brought about. It has come very late in the day when this matter has been known about for many years 

The process as it is set out in the draft delivery plan is that each of the local authorities is expected to adopt the delivery plan as a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). The way in which this should work is set out in Planning Policy Statement 12 (PPS12).

PPS12, paragraph 2.43, states that SPD must not be used to allocate land. An SPD must be consistent with national and regional planning policies as well as the policies set out in the development plan documents contained in local development frameworks. It must be clearly cross-referenced to the relevant development plan document policy which it supplements. Paragraph 2.44 goes on to explain that SPD should not introduce new policy which should be properly included in a development plan document and so subject to proper independent scrutiny.

This process of preparing SPD, therefore, will not be appropriate for implementing the delivery plan. Firstly, it is seeking to allocate land. Most of the adopted local plans do not identify the SPA on their proposals map. On this basis alone the SPD approach is inappropriate.

Secondly most local plans do not contain a relevant policy which the SPD could sensibly supplement. The requirements of this draft delivery plan are so onerous and so specific that they do far more than merely supplement general landscape designation or nature conservation policies which do currently exist in most local plans. This delivery plan is not amplifying or expanding on existing policy. It is introducing a wholly new policy approach to the treatment of development in the vicinity of the SPA and that is a wholly inappropriate and unacceptable use for SPD.

Thirdly, the draft delivery plan is such an important matter that, in itself, it should be dealt with by way of a development plan document or even the core strategy. Either way, in the light of its implications on key policy matters such as housing delivery, it must be subject to proper independent scrutiny in accordance with the statutory procedures. 

Given the scale of development affected by the SPA, this is a matter which should properly be dealt with at the regional / sub-regional planning level through RSS. This can then be translated by local authorities into specific policies in the local development framework. It is premature to seek to introduce this as SPD in advance of the proper consideration of the matter at these higher tiers in the policy planning hierarchy.

All of this means that, if authorities did go down the SPD route, that SPD would carry very little weight for the purposes of town and country planning as it would have been prepared in a manner contrary to Government policy guidance in PPS12. The matter must be dealt with through the statutory policy planning procedures. 

Turning away from the SPD issue and to what will actually be required for this to work in practice, it is clear that, as of now, there is no way of a developer knowing how he or she can comply with English Nature’s requirements.

 If the approach is to be implemented then, as local authorities work their way through the statutory procedures, they will need to provide their own detailed evidence to justify the policies they will include in their LDDs. They will need to carry out their own open space audits and actually identify and allocate on their proposals maps the areas of land which could be used as mitigation open space in the way described in the draft delivery plan. Only then would it be clear whether or not the approach was realistic and reasonable. 

2. Planning Obligations

There is also the matter of Circular 5/2005 to consider when thinking about how the planning system will or will not be able to deliver the requirements of the delivery plan. 

Circular 5/2005 sets out five ‘tests of reasonableness’ which requires all planning obligations sought by authorities to be:

· necessary

· relevant to planning

· directly related to the proposed development

· fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development and 

· reasonable in all other respects. 

Circular 5/2005 (paragraph B5) clarifies that in order to be acceptable planning obligations sought must satisfy all five of these tests. 

On the basis of the factors set out above, and regardless of the requirements of the Habitats Regulations, we would question whether the issue of mitigation open space would satisfy the tests. The Habitats Regulations makes the issue one relevant to planning. However, we have demonstrated above that it is doubtful whether the mitigation open space is necessary or a proportionate response to the issues involved. It is certainly not directly related to the development proposed. Particularly in the case of those development sites some distance away from the SPA. 

There may be an indirect or theoretical impact. But it is not a direct and tangible impact. It is not fairly related in scale and kind as we consider the 16ha/8ha mitigation requirements to be both excessive and insufficiently justified. The cost and practical implications of the requirements have simply not been factored into the drafting of the delivery plan. 

There is no evidence that contributions of a lesser scale or different kind (financial contributions for management measures and upgrading of alternative sites where they already exist) would not meet the objectives of the Habitats Regulations. And finally it is not reasonable in all other respects for a combination of these reasons.

Way Forward

Which brings us back to where we go next. HBF accepts that, in the context of the Habitats Regulations, there will be an impact from some development close to the SPA. We also accept that, where there is a clearly definable and “significant” (in the context of the Habitats Regs) impact, that is something developers should be obliged to mitigate. However, we do not accept that this, nor the application of the precautionary principle, nor any reasonable interpretation of the Habitats Regulations justifies the excessive and onerous approach set out in the delivery plan. In particular the 400m total exclusion zone and the provision of mitigation open space as a matter of course from all development. Certainly not to the extent of 8ha/16ha as set out in the draft delivery plan. 

If the delivery plan is to do what its title suggests then, rather than impose an arbitrary set of hard and fast land take requirements (which will probably not achieve a mitigation function anyway) and require that local authorities adopt this as SPD, it should instead provide guidance to local authorities on what criteria to take into account when determining planning applications close to the SPA. Ultimately this guidance will become policy as local authorities go through the LDF process. At present, however, there is no basis for implementing a policy requirement through this draft delivery plan or through SPD. 

This guidance should set out the management measures to which developers could contribute and criteria for selecting existing open space which may be suitable for developers to contribute towards upgrading. In some instances it will be both appropriate and possible to provide additional open space in mitigation for the impact of development. In most cases it will neither be necessary or justified. The key is that each development proposal will be different, both in itself, and in terms of the location and context in which it is set. The delivery plan should set out an approach which guides local authorities through the process rather than setting out what is, in effect, a way of circumventing the process which is actually less helpful than the process itself.

Whilst it is acknowledged that the alternative to the draft delivery plan is that each and every development will have to demonstrate that it complies with the Habitats Regs (with all the difficulties that entails about cumulative impact – however impossible that is as a concept to objectively assess), that alternative is a more reasonable approach than the draft delivery plan as it stands.

What we would like to see is a delivery plan which is more reasonable, more restricted in emphasis, more collaborative and more proportionate to the actual impacts arising from development and which more closely reflects the limitations of the planning system within which it is expected to operate. 

We would be very pleased to discuss with you, as a matter of some considerable urgency, ways in which we could secure such an approach to our mutual advantage. But if the draft delivery plan is not radically altered as suggested throughout this response, it will quite simply fail. At the same time it will delay much needed housing development in the south east and further exacerbate all the social implications associated with perpetuating this shortage in housing supply which, surely, can be in no-one’s best interest.

Yours sincerely,

Pete Errington

Home Builders Federation

Regional Policy Manager (South East)
Policy / Paragraph No: Section E6, Paragraph 2.4.4 and Policy WCBV2– Environmental & Policy Designations

Reason for Objection: The paragraph is contrary to Government policy in PPS7

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, v, vi, ix

Change Sought: deletion of paragraph and last sentence of policy

Comment:

It is inappropriate and contrary to Government policy in PPS7 to seek to treat all levels of landscape / conservation designation from international down to local as if they had the same planning status and degree of protection afforded to them. They do not. Whilst it may be reasonable to seek to  protect the higher order designations, it may be the case that the need for development outweighs the importance of the lower order designations and compromises have to be made. To seek to treat all designations equally is unsound.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy WCBV3 – Amount and Distribution of housing development

Reason for Objection: The housing numbers proposed are inadequate to meet need and requirements and to conform to Government policy objectives and should be increased in the context of a region-wide increase in housing provision to at least 40,000 dwellings per year. Last paragraph of policy is inappropriate for inclusion in an RSS. It is wholly inappropriate and fundamentally unsound for an RSS to set a housing target and then withdraw that commitment in the same document.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, v, vi, vii, viii, ix, x, xi, xii 

Change Sought: increase in housing targets, deletion of second paragraph of policy, deletion of last paragraph of policy, deletion of footnotes to the policy 

Comment:

HBF is suggesting in our objections on Policy H1 of the plan that the overall housing requirement should be increased from a figure of 28,900 to one of at least 40,000 dwellings per year. In order that this is achieved it will require an increase in housing supply across the region. HBF objects to all the sub regional housing requirement policies on this basis. 

In view of HBF’s objections to Policy WCBV2 above, the second paragraph of this policy must also be deleted.

In view of HBF’s objections to Policy LCF11, the last paragraph of the policy must be deleted.

In terms of the footnotes to the policy, they should be deleted as they are inappropriate for inclusion in an RSS. HBF objected to the various housing allocations but there is no record of our objection or anyone else’s in this footnote. On that basis, recording the objection of a local authority is neither informative nor helpful.

In the context of the higher overall housing requirement HBF is calling for there is likely to be a need for further areas of search for sustainable urban extensions to be identified in this and all sub-regions.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy WCBV9 and paragraphs 2.28 and 2.29 – Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area

Reason for Objection: The requirements of the delivery plan are excessive, unjustified and inappropriate and are being applied in a blanket form taking no account of site specific or common sense considerations. The evidence and justification for the policies and requirements in the delivery plan are not robust or credible and have not been tested. 

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv, v, vi, vii viii, ix, x, xi, xii

Change Sought: delete criterion (ii) of the policy. Amend the text at paragraphs 2.28 and 2.29 to make it clear mitigation open space may not always be required or necessary,

Comment:

HBF objects to this policy for the same reasons and on the same basis it objects to policy LF11 (other than the last two paragraphs of that objection which are covered in our objection to Policy WCBV3 above).

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy CO2 – Scale and Distribution of housing development

Reason for Objection: The housing numbers proposed are inadequate to meet need and requirements and to conform to Government policy objectives and should be increased in the context of a region-wide increase in housing provision to at least 40,000 dwellings per year. 
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, vi, vii, ix, xii 

Change Sought: increase in housing targets 

Comment:

HBF is suggesting in our objections on Policy H1 of the plan that the overall housing requirement should be increased from a figure of 28,900 to one of at least 40,000 dwellings per year. In order that this is achieved it will require an increase in housing supply across the region. HBF objects to all the sub regional housing requirement policies on this basis.

In the context of the higher overall housing requirement HBF is calling for there is likely to be a need for further areas of search for sustainable urban extensions to be identified in this and all sub-regions.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy CO4 – Affordable Housing

Reason for Objection: The policy requirements and supporting text are not based on a robust and credible evidence base. Nor do they adequately take into account Government policy or viability issues.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix

Change Sought: delete target percentages from policy. Amend reference from “local housing needs assessments” to “local housing market assessments” in order to accord with current Government policy and best practice.

Comment:

HBF objects to this policy and supporting text on the same basis that we object to Policy H4 in Section D3 of the plan.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy MKAV1 – Spatial Framework for Milton Keynes growth area

Reason for Objection: The housing numbers proposed are inadequate to meet need and requirements and to conform to Government policy objectives and should be increased in the context of a region-wide increase in housing provision to at least 40,000 dwellings per year. 
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, vi, vii, viii ix, xii 

Change Sought: increase in housing requirement, delete affordable housing percentage target 

Comment:

HBF is suggesting in our objections on Policy H1 of the plan that the overall housing requirement should be increased from a figure of 28,900 to one of at least 40,000 dwellings per year. In order that this is achieved it will require an increase in housing supply across the region. HBF objects to all the sub regional housing requirement policies on this basis.

HBF objects to the inclusion of an affordable housing target on the same basis we object to Policy H4 in Section D3 of the plan. 

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy MKAV2 – Aylesbury Vale

Reason for Objection: The housing numbers proposed are inadequate to meet need and requirements and to conform to Government policy objectives and should be increased in the context of a region-wide increase in housing provision to at least 40,000 dwellings per year. 
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, vi, vii, viii, ix, xii 

Change Sought: increase in housing requirement, delete affordable housing percentage target 

Comment:

HBF is suggesting in our objections on Policy H1 of the plan that the overall housing requirement should be increased from a figure of 28,900 to one of at least 40,000 dwellings per year. In order that this is achieved it will require an increase in housing supply across the region. HBF objects to all the sub regional housing requirement policies on this basis.

HBF objects to the inclusion of an affordable housing target on the same basis we object to Policy H4 in Section D3 of the plan. 

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy GAT2 – Housing Distribution

Reason for Objection: The housing numbers proposed are inadequate to meet need and requirements and to conform to Government policy objectives and should be increased in the context of a region-wide increase in housing provision to at least 40,000 dwellings per year. 
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, vi, vii, ix, xii 

Change Sought: increase in housing targets 

Comment:

HBF is suggesting in our objections on Policy H1 of the plan that the overall housing requirement should be increased from a figure of 28,900 to one of at least 40,000 dwellings per year. In order that this is achieved it will require an increase in housing supply across the region. HBF objects to all the sub regional housing requirement policies on this basis.

In the context of the higher overall housing requirement HBF is calling for there is likely to be a need for further areas of search for sustainable urban extensions to be identified in this and all sub-regions.

Policy / Paragraph No: Policy GAT3 – Affordable Housing

Reason for Objection: The policy requirements and supporting text are not based on a robust and credible evidence base. Nor do they adequately take into account Government policy or viability issues.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, viii, ix

Change Sought: delete target percentages from policy. Amend reference from “local housing needs assessments” to “local housing market assessments” in order to accord with current Government policy and best practice.

Comment:

HBF objects to this policy and supporting text on the same basis that we object to Policy H4 in Section D3 of the plan.

ANNEX TO HBF OBJECTION TO POLICY LF11











--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

South East Plan Submitted Version

Representations submitted on behalf of the Home Builders Federation

95

